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Increasingly, North Carolina localities  are blaming  social ills, particularly crime, 
on a burgeoning undocumented immigrant population.  Crime has been a 
particularly popular talking point as the 287(g) program has swept across the 
state.  The rhetoric pouring out from media and public offices about immigrants  
is based on misconception and prejudice, rather than facts.  It’s time for North 
Carolina to face the truth about immigrants and crime. 
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Int roduct ion 
 
This paper uses U.S. Census data and Uniform Crime Reports 
to track changes in total, Hispanic, and non-Hispanic 
population growth rates and crime index trends for North 
Carolina counties between 1997 and 2006.  Five counties in 
North Carolina have signed Memorandums of Agreement 
(MOA) with U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 
to implement the 287 (g) program.  The 287 (g) program 
allows local law agencies, in this case County Sheriff’s Offices, 
to partner with ICE in enforcing immigration laws against 
undocumented immigrants who are arrested for non-
immigration offenses.   
 
Because it seems that the arrest rates of undocumented 
immigrants were not methodically tracked in any of the five 
counties before the implementation of the program, the 
decision to sign a MOA was not based upon empirical 
evidence to support the appropriateness of the program. 
Instead, the decision seems based largely on misconceptions 
about the relationship between immigrants and crime, as well 
as pressures created by continuing population growth.  
Among the public, policy makers, and even many academics, 
a common expectation is that the concentration of 
immigrants and the influx of foreigners drive up crime rates 
because of the assumed propensities of these groups to 
commit crimes and settle in poor, presumably disorganized 
communities (Sampson, 2008).  However, empirical studies 
have shown that this is not the case.  Additionally, the 287 (g) 
program was created to protect communities from dangerous 
unauthorized immigrants who pose a serious and eminent 
threat to safety.    Yet, it is questionable whether the types of 
crimes being committed by undocumented immigrants 
warrant the resources required and negative externalities 
generated by 287 (g). What is the true relationship between 
immigrant population growth and crime rates in North 
Carolina and is 287 (g) the correct response? 
 
A Brief  History of  U.S. Im m igrat ion Law  
 
 “Power to regulate immigration is unquestionably exclusively 
a federal power.” 
 
- Supreme Court Justice Brennan, DE CANAS v. BICA, 424 U.S. 
351 (1976) 
 
Jud icial Aut ho r it y  
 
The plenary power doctrine has been a central feature of the 
Supreme Court's immigration jurisprudence since the late 
nineteenth century. This doctrine gives the legislative and 
executive branches broad authority to regulate immigration, 
and stipulates that the courts should generally refrain from 
interfering in immigration matters.  In the late nineteenth 
century Congress enacted the so-called Chinese Exclusion 
Laws, and these became the first federal immigration statutes 
to be subjected to judicial scrutiny  (Aleinikoff, Martin, and 
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Motomura, 2008). 
 
In 1889, the Court first articulated the plenary power doctrine 
in Chae Chan Ping v. United States in which it upheld a statute 
excluding Chinese laborers from the United States without 
subjecting the statute to any substantive constitutional 
analysis.  In the Supreme Court’s decision, the court affirmed 
that “*w+hether *or not+ a proper consideration by our 
government of its previous laws . . . are not questions for 
judicial determination”  (Aleinikoff et al., 2008, p. 199).   
Jusitice Field went on to opine:  
 
If, therefore, the government of the United 
States, through its legislative department, 
considers the presence of foreigners of a 
different race in this country, who will not 
assimilate with us, to be dangerous to its peace 
and security, their exclusion is not to be 
stayed . . .  (Aleinikoff et al., 2008, p. 198). 
 
Chae Chan Ping is perhaps the most important decision in 
immigration law history.  It signified that even legislative 
immigration decisions that are racist and lack empirical 
evidence for their justification cannot be reviewed, much less 
overturned, through judicial consideration. 
 
The application of the plenary power doctrine in immigration 
cases has been criticized and challenged, but to date not 
overturned.  The Chinese Exclusion cases and subsequent 
cases that have allowed the executive and legislative 
branches of the United States government to exclude and 
deport noncitizens based upon race, ethnicity, ideology, or a 
host of other possibly discriminatory reasons still apply in 
contemporary court decisions. 
 
Dep or t at ion  as Pun ishm en t  
 
In the 1896 case Wong Wing v. United States, the Supreme 
Court sharply distinguished deportation from punishment.  
This court decision maintained that unlawful presence by a 
noncitizen is not a crime punishable by detention.  If the 
Government were to declare that remaining within the 
United States unlawfully was an offence punishable by fine or 
imprisonment, a judicial trail would have to establish guilt.  
The court ruled: 
 
 No limits can be put by the courts upon the 
power of Congress to protect . . . the country 
from the advent of aliens whose race or 
habits render them undesirable as citizens, or 
to expel such if they have already found their 
way into our land and unlawfully remain 
there.  But to declare unlawful residence with 
the country an infamous crime, punishable by 
deprivation of liberty and property, would be 
to pass out of the sphere of constitutional 
legislation” (Aleinikoff et al., 2008, p. 710). 
 
This case established that deportation is not considered 
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deprivation of liberty and property, and therefore not 
punishment.  Because deportation is not punishment, 
unlawfully present noncitizens are not appointed counsel.  
The language of the decision continues to be couched in 
racist rhetoric, perpetuating the stance that immigration law 
decisions can be based upon unfair and unjustified prejudice.  
 
Im m igrat ion  Act s since Ch inese Exclusion  
 
Immigration policy in this country has evolved from the 
explicitly racialized provisions favoring Anglos and barring 
African Americans and Asians from citizenship, to a more 
egalitarian approach that encourages family reunification.  In 
1952, The Immigration and Nationality Act gave preference to 
family members of U.S. citizens and permanent residents. The 
Immigration and Nationality Act Amendments of 1965 lifted 
the origins quotas that were put in place to fulfill the goal of 
preserving the racial and ethnic domination of northern and 
western Europe immigrant stock.  Instead, every country 
outside of the Western Hemisphere was given a cap as to 
how many people they could send to the U.S.  The Western 
Hemisphere had no per country limit, but a Hemisphere-wide 
cap of 160,000  (Aleinikoff et al., 2008). 
 
In 1986, The Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) 
imposed penalties on employers who hire undocumented 
noncitizens and gave the opportunity of legalization to long-
term undocumented noncitizens and noncitizens who had 
performed agricultural labor in the United States.  When 
these immigrants became Lawful Permanent Residents 
(LPR’s) and/or naturalized, they were then able to petition for 
their relatives to join them in the United States.   
 
The country limits for places like Mexico and the Philippines, 
have meant long lines for obtaining visas; LPR and citizen 
relatives wait for family members to join them as U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Services experiences huge 
backlogs.  For example, as of June 2007, a Mexican-born LPR 
would have to wait sixteen years for his/her spouse to be able 
to join him/her in the United States  (Aleinikoff et al., 2008).  
Facing these incredible wait-times that lead to family 
separation may drive some relatives to seek alternative 
measures to join their families in the United States. 
 
In 1996, The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act streamlined and accelerated the removal of 
noncitizens with criminal records and enabled state and local 
law enforcement agencies to partner with ICE in immigration 
enforcement (Section 287 (g)).  After 9/11, the 2002 US 
PATRIOT Act expanded the grounds of inadmissibility to and 
deportability from the United States by revising the definition 
of a terrorist.  Undocumented immigration was now, more 
than ever, cast as a threat to national security. 
 
Immigration as a component to national security was further 
emphasized with The Homeland Security Act of 2002.  The 
 6 
 
newly created Department of Homeland Security now housed 
three bureaus that inherited Immigration and Naturalization 
Services (INS) functions: Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE), Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and 
Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS)  (Aleinikoff et al., 2008). 
 
Im m igrat ion  f rom  Mexico : A Sp ecial Case 
 
The United States and Mexico have a unique immigration 
history.  Concurrent with the Immigration Acts listed 
previously, Congress has had a substantial impact on the flow 
of Mexican nationals across the southern border, through bi-
lateral agreements with the Mexican government and 
through domestic legislation targeted at Mexican immigrants.  
I will mention some of these policies to better place the 
contemporary immigration situation within the proper 
historical context.   
 
I begin with Bracero program which spanned from 1942 to 
1964.  Agriculture growers in the United States, alarmed at 
the prospect of a labor shortage turned to the Executive and 
Legislative branches for help.  In 1942, President Roosevelt’s 
administration negotiated a bi-national treaty with Mexico 
that allowed for the temporary importation of male 
farmworkers, who came to be known as braceros (loosely 
translated as “farmhand”).  In the first three years of the 
program, some 168,000 braceros were recruited to the 
United States.  This number was found insufficient by 
growers, and they began to take matters into their own hands 
through the hiring of undocumented workers  (Massey, 
Durand, and Malone, 2002).  The Texas Proviso, part of the 
1952 Immigration and Nationality Act, protected employers 
from prosecution for the employment of unauthorized 
immigrants until its repeal in 1986  (Krikorian, 2006). 
 
In 1954, Immigration and Naturalization Services (INS) 
launched an attack known as “Operation Wetback” that 
targeted undocumented workers while at the same time 
doubled the number of bracero visas.  At one point, 
undocumented workers being arrested would be transported 
to the border, processed as braceros, and then returned to 
the very fields they had been tending when arrested (Massey 
et al, 2002.  The Bracero Program ended in 1965 as a coalition 
of unions, civil rights groups, and religious organizations 
began protesting the deplorable working conditions 
encountered by these guest workers.  Growers and ranchers 
had given up resistance as they became more dissatisfied 
with the program, sometimes preferring to avoid the 
bureaucratic procedures by hiring undocumented laborers  
(Massey et al, 2002). 
 
“Operation Wetback” was not the last in the efforts of INS 
and its successor, The Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS), to control unauthorized immigration along the border 
and within the interior of the United States.   “Operation 
Blockade” (renamed “Operation Hold the Line”) (1993), 
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“Operation Gatekeeper” (1994), and “Operation Return to 
Sender” (2006) have targeted border crossers (the former 
two) or noncitizens with criminal records and/or immigration 
violations (“Operation Return to Sender”).  These operations 
have had varying results.  Critics charge that this type border 
enforcement is an impossible task and attempts at 
accomplishing absolute border control lead to wasted pubic 
money and needless increased peril for crossers. 
 
St at e and  Local Aut ho r it ies 
 
The federal government’s exclusive authority over 
immigration control is not explicitly stated in the 
Constitution.  In the mid-1800’s, the Supreme Court 
invalidated a number of state statutes that sought to regulate 
immigration through the imposition of taxes or other 
regulations on carriers.  Eventually, the combination of 
federal regulation and judicial interpretation of the 
Commerce Clause gradually extinguished state power to 
control immigration directly (Aleinikoff et al., 2008). In Article 
One, Section 8, Clause 3, the Constitution authorizes Congress 
“to regulate commerce with foreign Nations, and among the 
several States”  (Aleinikoff et al., 2008, p. 200). 
 
The interpretation of the Commerce Clause as controlling for 
immigration regulation has not gone without apprehension 
by some.  Justice Jackson in Edwards v. California expressed 
concern: “*T+he migrations of a human being . . . do not fit 
easily into my notions of commerce.  [This interpretation] is 
likely to result eventually . . . in denaturing human 
rights”  (Aleinikoff et al., 2008, p.201). 
 
Many states were unhappy with their lack of authority to 
address immigration issues within their boundaries at the 
time of the decision and that discontent continues today.  
Because immigration regulation is exclusively a federal 
power, states and localities do not have explicit authority to 
enforce immigration law. Some feel that this is to the 
detriment to their communities because the federal 
government has not demonstrated that it is capable of 
successfully handling immigration enforcement on its own.  
What role states, cities, and localities can play in immigration 
enforcement is unclear, subject to change, based upon 
interpretation, and controversial. 
 
In 1996 in Gonzales v. City of Peoria, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals held that the city police were authorized to enforce 
the criminal provisions of the Immigration and Naturalization 
Act, and an opinion issued two months later by the Office of 
Legal Council of the Department of Justice reasoned that 
state and local law enforcement officers may enforce criminal 
provisions of federal immigration law, but not civil provisions.  
(An alien who has illegally entered the country has committed 
a criminal violation while one who has overstayed his/her visa 
has committed a civil violation.) That opinion was then 
amended in 2002; the opinion’s advice that federal law 
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precludes state police from arresting aliens on the basis of 
civil deportability was withdrawn  (Aleinikoff et al., 2008).  
This is one of many examples of the ambiguity of the legality 
of immigration enforcement by any agency other than the 
federal government. 
 
Many argue that a clarification of the boundaries of local 
immigration law enforcement is needed to avoid confusion 
and costly, lengthy lawsuits.  Some states have called for 
changing the Constitution in order to grant states the specific 
right to address local immigration issues.  South Carolina is 
one such state.  With the passage of Senate Bill 856 in 
January of 2008, the South Carolina State Senate is calling for 
a Federal Constitutional Convention to address problems 
associated with undocumented immigration.  The 
Constitutional Convention would be: 
 
for the sole and exclusive purpose of proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to provide that no provision of 
the Constitution shall restrict or limit a state 
from enforcing federal law with regard to 
immigration violations . . .”  (South Carolina 
General Assembly, 2008). 
 
Such a change to the Constitution would give state and local 
law enforcement agencies the green light to enforce federal 
immigration law. 
 
Besides changing the Constitution, several bills have been 
introduced in the United States Congress that would 
enumerate the extent of authority and obligation afforded by 
localities.  One such bill introduced in the U.S. Senate in 
March of 2008 by Georgia Senators Saxby Chambliss and 
Johnny Isakson would clarify the authority of state and local 
police to enforce immigration law and expand training in the 
area.  Chambliss said in a written statement:   
 
There are so many cases that clearly show that 
state and local law enforcement are the front 
lines of combating crimes committed by illegal 
immigrants.  They are critical force multipliers 
but they are currently under-utilized by their 
federal partners (Moscoso, 2008). 
 
Legislation such as that introduced by the Georgia Senators, 
would not only affect localities frustrated that they can’t play 
a more active role in seeking out the undocumented 
residents within their jurisdiction, but would also impact 
those states and localities that do not wish to cooperate or be 
involved in the enforcement of federal immigration law.  
Several municipalities, from Seattle to Houston, have passed 
measures flouting collaboration in federal immigration 
matters and affirming their “sanctuary” status.  Any attempt 
to further clarify state and local roles in immigration 
enforcement would in all likelihood affect policies designed to 
provide safety to undocumented immigrants. 
 
Michael Wishnie, a critic of local and state immigration, 
enforcement believes that:  
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the permanent involvement of state and 
local police in routine immigration 
enforcement raises the further risk of racial 
profiling and selective immigration 
enforcement beyond moments of real or 
perceived national threat.  (Aleinikoff et al., 
2008, p. 1025) . 
 
Ant i-Im m igran t  Ord inances and  Sanct uary Cit ies 
 
Due to a lack of comprehensive immigration reform at the 
federal level and the ambiguity about the extent that local 
law enforcement agencies can directly impose federal 
immigration law, many states and localities are enacting their 
own laws and ordinances in response to their constituents’ 
petitions.  According to the National Conference of State 
Legislatures, 171 immigration bills were enacted in the states 
from January 1 to June 30, 2007, compared with 84 such 
measures in the first six months of 2006 (Roche, 2007).  Most 
of these laws and ordinances impose restrictions on 
undocumented populations, while some aim to benefit and 
protect them. 
 
The State of Arizona enacted a piece of legislation effecting 
the employment of undocumented immigrants.  Under the 
employer sanctions law which took effect January 1, 2008, 
businesses found to have knowingly hired illegal workers will 
be subject to sanctions from probation to a 10-day 
suspension of their business licenses.  A second violation 
would cause a permanent revocation of the license.  State 
Rep. Russell Pearce of Mesa, the author of the employer 
sanctions law, said his intent was to drive illegal immigrants 
out of Arizona  (Associated Press, 2007). 
 
The State of Illinois has taken the opposing stance on 
undocumented immigration and employment.  State 
lawmakers barred the state from requiring employers to 
verify job applicants through the federal government’s Basic 
Pilot system as other states have done, calling the system 
unreliable and error-prone.  As a result the federal 
government is suing the state, on the grounds that it 
“conflicts with federal law and/or that it otherwise presents 
an obstacle to accomplishment and execution of the full 
purposes and objectives of federal law”  (The United States of 
America V. The State Of Illinois, 2007).  That case has yet to 
be decided. 
 
Outside of state legislative measures, counties and 
municipalities are also taking action.  Localities proposing anti
-immigrant ordinances blame the preponderance of many ills, 
such as crime and overcrowded schools, on undocumented 
immigrants.  These claims of harms caused by undocumented 
immigrants are usually made without the citation of factual 
evidence to support them.   
 
Many crafters of these types of local ordinances are open 
about their goal to drive out so-called "illegal aliens”.  The 
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most well-known local anti-immigrant ordinance intended to 
do just that is Hazleton, Pennsylvania’s ordinance – The Illegal 
Immigration Relief Act.  Mayor Lou Barletta proposed the 
ordinance in 2006 in response to the murder of a 29-year-old, 
allegedly shot in the head by two undocumented immigrants. 
(The charges in the case were later dropped.)  In July of 2007, 
a federal judge voided the ordinance which imposed fines on 
landlords for renting to “illegal aliens”, revoked business 
licenses from businesses that hired them, and declared 
English the official language.  U.S. District Judge James M. 
Munley said in his decision:  
 
Whatever frustrations ... the city of Hazleton 
may feel about the current state of federal 
immigration enforcement, the nature of the 
political system in the United States prohibits 
the city from enacting ordinances that disrupt a 
carefully drawn federal statutory scheme  
(Malcolm, 2007). 
 
Other towns that had been considering or already approved 
similar measures were closely watching the Hazleton case.  
There is some evidence to suggest that a small but growing 
list of municipalities nationwide have begun rethinking such 
laws as their legal and economic consequences have become 
clearer (Belson & Capuzzo, 2007). The town of Hazleton 
racked up legal bills when the ACLU, Puerto Rican Legal 
Defense, and other advocacy groups challenged the legality of 
the ordinance, saying that Hazleton’s attempt to scapegoat 
immigrants was based on distorted facts and propaganda.  In 
truth, Hazleton’s economic health has improved since the 
latest wave of immigration began, and undocumented 
immigrants are involved in crime at a lower rate than other 
groups  (Belson & Capuzzo, 2007). 
 
Some police chiefs, mayors, and city councils are openly 
refusing to help Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 
enforce immigration laws.  The Major Cities Chiefs 
Association said in recommendations to President Bush and 
Congress that local enforcement of federal immigration laws 
would "undermine trust and cooperation among 
immigrants”  (Keen, 2006).  Police already have larger 
obstacles to communication and interaction with Latino 
immigrants due to language barriers and other cultural 
challenges (Culver, 2004).  Some cities have passed 
resolutions demonstrating their benevolence toward 
immigrants of all categories.  The Board of Supervisors first 
declared San Francisco a "sanctuary city" in 1989 and that 
tradition has continued into the present with a promise from 
the city’s mayor in 2007 that he would not allow anyone 
associated with the city to cooperate in any way, shape, or 
form with ICE raids (Fimrite, 2007). 
 
Im m igran t s in  t he U.S. and  Nor t h  Caro lina Tod ay  
 
Why the recent buzz about local enforcement of immigration 
law and the need for adopting local immigration policies 
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either to protect or persecute undocumented immigrants?  
During the 1990’s this country’s immigrant population grew 
by 11.3 million – faster than any other time in our nation’s 
history.  Within this rapid growth, there have been significant 
changes in immigrants’ countries of origin, as well as in their 
settlement patterns once immigrants reach the United States.  
Immigrants from Spanish-speaking Latin America accounted 
for more than 60 percent of the growth in the foreign-born 
population between 1990 and 2000.  Mexico alone accounted 
for more than 43 percent of the growth in the foreign born 
population in the 1990’s and comprised 30 percent of the 
total foreign born population living the United States 
(Camarota & McArdle, 2003). 
 
This increase in Latino immigrants has, not surprisingly, 
largely contributed to the overall growth of the Hispanic 
population in the United States; about two-thirds of the U.S. 
Hispanic population growth was attributed to foreign born 
immigrants between 2000 and 2005.  The total Hispanic 
population grew from 34,494,801 in 2000 to 41,926,302 in 
2005 and accounted for half of the total population growth in 
the United States during that period (Pew Hispanic Center, 
2006a). 
 
The undocumented population has also grown, but is much 
more difficult to estimate.  The Department of Homeland 
Security estimates that there were 11.6 million unauthorized 
immigrants in the United States in 2006 – an increase from 
8.5 million in 2000.  About 81 percent of the unauthorized 
immigrants living in the United States in 2006 were from 
North or South America; it can be inferred that they were 
overwhelmingly Latino (Hoefer, Rytina, & Campell, 2007).  
The Pew Hispanic Center estimated that in March of 2005 of 
the estimated 11.5 - 12 million unauthorized immigrants 
living in the United States, 56 percent or 6.2 million were 
Mexican nationals and 22 percent or 2.5 million were from 
other Latin American countries (mostly Central America) (Pew 
Hispanic Center, 2006b). 
 
The settlement patterns of the foreign born residing in the 
United States have changed dramatically over the past few 
decades.  Immigrants are no longer just remaining in 
traditional gateway cities and states, such as Chicago or 
California; they have moved into Middle America.  Three 
North Carolina metropolitan areas - Charlotte, Raleigh-
Durham, and Greensboro-Winston-Salem - have been 
designated “pre-emerging” immigrant gateways, having 
attracted significant numbers of immigrants since the 1990’s 
(Singer, 2004).  For example, Raleigh-Durham’s foreign-born 
population grew by 709 percent between 1980 and 2000 
(from 13,595 to 108,803)  (Singer, 2004). 
 
A large percentage of the foreign born living in North Carolina 
is Hispanic, owing to a large Mexican population; over 40 
percent of the foreign-born found in North Carolina in 2000 
were Mexican nationals.  About five percent of foreign-born 
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residents hailed from El Salvador, Honduras, or Guatemala in 
2000 (Camarota & McArdle, 2003).  The total Hispanic 
population in North Carolina (foreign and native born) grew 
by just under 400 percent between 1990 and 2000.  In 2004, 
the state’s Hispanic population totaled 600,913, or 7 percent 
of the state’s total population, and accounted for 27.5 
percent of the state’s population growth from 1990 to 2004 
(Kasarda & Johnson, 2006).  I will discuss which North 
Carolina counties have had high rates of Hispanic population 
growth later in this paper.   
 
Many people have questions about the number of 
undocumented immigrants living in North Carolina.  
According to the Pew Hispanic Center, in 2002-2004, an 
estimated 300,000 undocumented immigrants lived in North 
Carolina, or about 3 percent of the national total (Passel, 
2005).  Kasarda and Johnson (2006) try to estimate the 
number of undocumented Hispanics living in the state and 
place it at 270,410:  
 
Of the 196,449 Hispanics who immigrated to 
North Carolina between 1995 and 2004, 47,390 
received some form of authorized 
documentation. Thus, we estimate that 76 
percent of Hispanic immigrants to the state 
over the past ten years were unauthorized. 
When calculated on the basis of all Hispanic 
residents of North Carolina (including those 
born in the state and other U.S. jurisdictions), 
unauthorized residents constitute 45 percent of 
North Carolina’s Hispanic population (p. 8). 
 
The increase in the undocumented population, shift in 
immigrants’ demographics, and infiltration of immigrants into 
new parts of the country, has elicited strong reactions around 
the nation.  
 
The 287(g) Program  
 
With the ambiguity surrounding the enforcement of federal 
immigration law by local law enforcement and the threat of 
lawsuit against localities that enact ordinances similar to that 
of Hazleton, some states and counties are turning to a 
federally sanctioned program that would enable them to 
carry their objectives to fight against the presence of 
undocumented immigrants in their jurisdictions.  Section 287
(g) of The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act (IIRAIRA) of 1996 allows local law 
enforcement agencies to partner with The Department of 
Homeland Security.   It is intended to make communities 
safer by removing the foreign-born who are involved in 
threatening criminal activity.  The Department of Homeland 
Security believes that:  
 
Terrorism and criminal activity are most 
effectively combated through a multi-agency/
multi-authority approach that encompasses 
federal, state and local resources, skills and 
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expertise. State and local law enforcement 
play a critical role in protecting our homeland 
security because they are often the first 
responders on the scene when there is an 
incident or attack against the United States. 
During the course of daily duties, they will 
often encounter foreign-born criminals and 
immigration violators who pose a threat to 
national security or public safety (Emphasis 
added)  (Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement, 2007a). 
 
State and local agencies interested in partnering with U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) sign a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which 
 
 . . . defines the scope and limitations of the 
authority to be designated.  It also establishes 
the supervisory structure for the officers 
working under the cross-designation and 
prescribes the agreed upon complaint process 
governing officer conduct during the life of 
the MOA. Under the statute, ICE will 
supervise all cross-designated officers when 
they exercise their immigration authorities. 
Once the scope of limitations of the MOA has 
been reached, the assistant secretary of ICE, 
and the governor, a senior political entity, or 
the head of the local agency may sign the 
MOA, requesting the cross-designation 
(Immigration and Customs Enforcement, 
2007b). 
 
Although effective since 1996 and available to any interested 
party, relatively few localities have entered into the 287(g) 
program, the first doing so in 2002.  As of September 14, 
2007, 28 state and local agencies had signed official MOA’s 
with ICE in Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgia 
Massachusetts, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Tennessee and 
Virginia (Immigration and Customs Enforcement, 2007b).  
Mecklenburg County, NC was the first law enforcement entity 
on the East Coast to have officers certified for 287(g) 
authority; more North Carolina counties have followed.  Table 
A shows the list of NC County Sheriff’s Offices who had signed 
MOA’s as of Fall 2007. 
 
 
Tab le A Par t icip at in g Sher if f ’s Of f ices in  Nor t h  Caro lina 
and  MOA Sign ing Dat e  
(Im m igrat ion  and  Cust o m s En f o rcem en t , 2007b ) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Other North Carolina counties have yet to sign an MOA, but 
have expressed interest in bringing 287(g) to their Sheriff’s 
Office.  For example, in November of 2007, the Board of 
Commissioners in Wake County (home to Raleigh, the state’s 
Agency Date Signed 
Alamance County Sheriff's Office 1/10/2007 
Cabarrus County Sheriff's Office 3/23/2007 
Gaston County Sheriff's Office 2/27/2007 
Mecklenburg County Sheriff's Office 2/27/2006 
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capital) approved the creation of 12 new positions for the 
Wake County Sheriff's Office to partner with ICE (Wake 
County Board of Commissioners, 2007). This is an important 
step in implementing the 287 (g) program. 
 
By signing an MOA and in agreeing to partner with ICE, 
participating agencies receive the resources and power to 
perform immigration enforcement functions.  State and local 
patrol officers, detectives, investigators and correctional 
officers working in conjunction with ICE gain: necessary 
resources and authority to pursue investigations relating to 
violent crimes, human smuggling, gang/organized crime 
activity, sexual-related offenses, narcotics smuggling and 
money laundering; and support in more remote geographical 
locations (Emphasis added)  (Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement, 2007a). 
 
The “resources” provision does not mean complete funding 
to implement and run the program.  ICE provides the training 
instruction and materials; the local agency is required to pay 
their officers’ salaries.  The Wake County Commissioners 
estimate that they would need eight detention officers, two 
sergeants, a detention lieutenant, and an administrator to 
successfully run the program.  The annual cost to the county 
to provide the 287(g) program is $539,341 for salaries, 
benefits, and the use of one vehicle.. One-time costs at the 
program’s initiation are expected to be $89,975, including the 
purchase of uniforms, equipment, and one vehicle for the 
detention lieutenant (Wake County Board of Commissioners, 
2007).  Local agencies are also required to fund the 
information technology (computer and network systems) 
needed to access the ICE databases (Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement, 2006). 
 
What are the reasons that a county might be moved to 
implement a program like 287 (g)?  Several policy makers and 
their constituents have voiced opinions that undocumented 
immigration poses a serious and unavoidable threat to the 
safety of their communities.  Arizona State Representative 
Russell Pearce claims illegal immigrants are responsible for 
much of Arizona's crime and he admits to feeling 
uncomfortable with the way society is changing in Arizona. He 
attributes it partly to Mexicans' and Central Americans' “way 
of doing business” (Robbins, 2008).  Presidential candidate 
and former Tennessee senator Fred Thompson, declared at 
the Prescott Bush Awards Dinner: “Twelve million illegal 
immigrants later, we are now living in a nation that is beset 
by people who are suicidal maniacs and want to kill countless 
innocent men, women, and children around the 
world”  (Sampson, 2008, p. 29). Perhaps the most outrageous 
claim circulating among extreme anti-immigrant groups is a 
statistical estimate that purports “illegal aliens murder 12 
Americans daily” and the resulting “death toll in 2006 far 
overshadows total U.S. soldiers killed in Iraq [or] 
Afghanistan” (Farah, 2006). 
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To put things in a local context, many claims have been made 
throughout the state of North Carolina blaming rising crime 
and increasing peril in our communities on an influx of 
undocumented immigrants.  A June 22, 2007 Burlington 
Times News article reported that reported crime was up in 
Alamance County in 2006 and that violent crime spiked to its 
highest index level in ten years.  Randy Jones, spokesman for 
the Alamance County Sheriff’s Department, said the “rise in 
gangs as well as Hispanic immigration are large factors in the 
spike.” (Winkler, 2007)   Jones went on to say in a November 
27, 2007 article in the same newspaper that “Our biggest 
concern is crime being committed by illegals” (Times-News, 
2007). 
 
Randy Jones was also quoted in a July 2006 article in The 
Carolina Journal entitled “Illegal Immigrants Filling Jails: 
Sheriff's department officials around state predict thing will 
worsen”.  He says that forty percent of the inmates in the 
Alamance County jail are Hispanics, and most of those 
illegally entered the country.  The article stresses that county 
jails do not have the capacity to deal with the 460,000 illegal 
immigrants residing in the state (implying that all 
undocumented immigrants will land in the county jail at some 
during their residence in North Carolina).  Kevin Jastzabski, 
prison captain for the Lee County Sheriff’s Department, said 
the “number of Hispanics clogging the county’s system is 
getting larger everyday” (Welsh, 2006). (Jastzabski does not 
make a distinction between Hispanics and undocumented 
immigrants.)   
 
The Carolina Journal article goes on to mention some 
statistics authored by Jim Kouri, a writer for New Media 
Alliance and the Fifth Vice President of the National 
Association of Chiefs of Police (NAOCP) (Welsh, 2006).  
(Incidentally, New Media Alliance is a “conservative issue and 
advocacy group and a foundation of Heritage New Media 
Partners, Inc., established to promote and defend traditional 
social, political and economic principles nationally” (The New 
Media Alliance, 2008).  You do not have to be Chief of Police 
to be a member of the NAOCP, and Jim Kouri does not appear 
to be a Police Chief.  Quoting Kouri, the article claims that 
two-thirds of illegal immigrants across the country have been 
arrested before, and 61 percent have been convicted of 
crimes at least once. “‘In the population study of a sample of 
55,322 illegal aliens, researchers found that they were 
arrested at least a total of 459,614 times averaging about 
eight arrests per illegal alien’”  (Welsh, 2006).   His resources 
were not provided. 
 
Highly publicized incidents like the fatal car accident on 1-40 
in July of 2007 that was caused at the hands of an 
undocumented immigrant driving while intoxicated 
influenced Wake County to participate in the 287 (g) 
program.  State troopers said the July accident is an example 
of a tragic pattern playing out on North Carolina's roadways 
involving illegal immigrants.  In response, Wake County 
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Sheriff Donnie Harrison said that he wants to identify who is 
sitting in his jail (Smith, 2007). 
 
Given the repeated inferences between Hispanics, 
immigrants, and undocumented immigrants and increased 
criminal activity and incarceration rates both on a national 
and local scale, it is understandable why a program like 287(g) 
would receive widespread support from both Sheriff’s Offices 
and county residents.  In a January 2008 article entitled 
“Cabarrus County Sheriff Looks Forward to Safer 2008”, 
Sheriff Brad Riley said that in response to the advent of new 
growth in the county, the Sheriff’s Office had implemented 
several new initiatives that would protect residents against 
crime moving into the area.  Sheriff Riley went on to say that 
being approved for the 287 (g) program was the Office’s 
greatest accomplishment in 2007 and that “being able to 
remove any undocumented criminal element from your 
population makes a strong statement to the dedication your 
agency has towards reducing the crime rate”  (Lanier, 2008). 
 
Alamance County is a few steps ahead of Cabarrus and has 
already praised the program’s effectiveness. The Alamance 
County Sheriff’s Office insisted that the implementation of 
Section 287 (g) reduced some violent crimes by as much as 50 
percent, and the Sheriff credits it with a decrease in gang 
activity within unincorporated parts of the county (Murawski, 
2007). 
 
Mecklenburg County has gained not only statewide, but 
national attention for its participation in the 287 (g) program.  
In an undated Charlotte County Sheriff’s Office news release, 
Department of Homeland Security Assistant Secretary Julie 
Myers said that the ultimate goal of the partnership between 
counties and ICE is to improve public safety and homeland 
security.  She asserted that the efforts in “Mecklenburg 
County are an example of how effective we can be when we 
work together” (Mecklenburg County Sheriff’s Office, 2008).    
U.S. Representative Sue Myrick (NC) also praised the success 
of the program early in its implementation:  "This new 
program changes how North Carolina responds to illegal 
aliens.  This program provides us with some much-needed 
back up and real results" (Mecklenburg County Sheriff’s 
Office, 2008). 
 
The 287 (g) program has been so “successful” in Gaston 
County, it is overloading deputies with work, according to 
Gaston County Sheriff Alan Cloninger.  In March of 2008, 
Cloninger told Gaston County commissioners that more 
manpower was needed to continue checking the immigration 
status of jail inmates.  Board members approved three new 
positions.  One commissioner voted against the proposal to 
add more ICE officers because “running the ICE program is a 
drain on the budget, but brings in no revenue” (Barrett, 
2008).  The other commissioners who voted in favor of 
increasing the amount of resources dedicated to 287 (g) say 
that the obligation to public safety demands they continue to 
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weed out law-breaking illegal immigrants despite the cost.  
Additionally, the Sheriff points to saved tax dollars by 
removing undocumented immigrants who would be using 
public resources such as programs at the Department of 
Social Services (Barrett, 2008). (The article does not provide 
any empirical evidence to support the Sheriff’s claim.) 
 
Previous Literature 
 
The 287(g) program targets noncitizens that have allegedly 
committed a legal offense and are not authorized to be in the 
United States.  Local law enforcement is given the authority 
to first identify this population and then place them into 
removal proceedings.  What factors might be driving this 
impetus to remove undocumented residents?  Are the 
numbers of undocumented immigrants committing offenses 
and do the types of offenses they are charged with warrant 
the financial and labor resources necessary to implement the 
287(g) program?  Will the threat of removal change the so-
called law-breaking propensities of undocumented 
immigrants?  In order to address these questions, I will now 
discuss both the prevalence of negative stereotypes that 
often pervade the discussion of documented and 
undocumented immigrants and Latino residents in this 
country, focusing specifically on references to criminality. 
 
The United States has long had a schizophrenic disposition 
with regards to immigration.  Most Americans proudly 
identify the United States as a nation of immigrants and point 
to Emma Lazarus’s timeless poem as proof: 
 
From her beacon-hand 
Glows world-wide welcome . . . 
 . . . Give me your tired, your poor, 
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free, 
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore. 
Send these, the homeless, tempest-tost to me,  
I lift my lamp beside the golden door!  (Lazarus, 
1883) 
 
But when the “wretched refuse” of foreign lands move in 
next door, many Americans put away their “world-wide 
welcome” mats.  Since this country’s inception, sentiments 
about immigrants have undeniably been tied to immigrant 
groups’ racial and ethnic composition, as well as religious 
affiliations.  Irish and Italian immigrants were ostracized for 
being Catholic and seen as a threat to the nation’s morals.  
Members of academia went so far as to contend that certain 
races were biologically and inherently inferior and could 
never become “100 percent American”  (Aleinikoff, et al., 
2008, p. 164). 
 
For a host of reasons, new immigrants were disliked and 
feared during the nineteenth century.  As old immigrant 
groups became familiar, new ones appeared more alien.  
Hostility against new immigrants grew as they were accused 
of bringing intemperance, crime, and disease into the new 
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world (Aleinikoff, et al., 2008) . 
 
Chinese immigrants were targeted more frequently as their 
numbers on the west coast grew during the second half of 
the nineteenth century, and their supposed criminality was of 
particular concern.  Before being recast as members of the 
“model minority”, Chinese inhabitants were described as 
prone to vice and violence (Gabbidon & Greene, 2005).  
Misconceptions about criminal predispositions were not 
limited to Chinese immigrants; certain European immigrants 
like Jews and Italians were thought of as criminally inclined as 
well.  Despite the known evidence that immigrants were 
neither inherently criminal nor diseased, nativist arguments 
emphasizing the inferiority of immigrants were widely 
accepted at the close of the nineteenth century (Aleinikoff, et 
al., 2008). 
 
Today, immigrants continue to be blamed for a host of social 
ills, and undocumented immigrants make especially 
convenient scapegoats due to their inability to defend 
themselves through the same channels afforded citizens and 
authorized immigrants (Chomsky, 2007).  Undocumented 
immigrants are accused of taking jobs away from citizens, 
depressing wages, draining public resources, and committing 
large numbers of crimes.  It would be naïve to ignore that 
many of these xenophobic affirmations are couched in the 
same racist and classist ideologies that have plagued this 
country’s immigration debate since the birth of the nation.   
 
Most contemporary stereotypes attached to undocumented 
immigrants are rooted in stereotypes about Latinos.  As 
previously mentioned, the number of (documented and 
undocumented) immigrants living in the United States has 
grown rapidly in recent years, and a greater percentage of 
immigrants are coming from Latin America.  The increase in 
Latino population has impacted the national dialogue about 
immigration, particularly the discourse on undocumented 
immigration, as all three have become intricately intertwined.  
In the past, Anglos lumped together all Spanish-speakers as 
‘interlopers’ and ‘greasers’ whether from California, Chile, 
Peru, or Mexico, whether residents of 20 years’ standing or 
immigrants of one week (Adams, 2006).  Latinos continue to 
be grouped together and profiled, despite country of birth, 
country of citizenship, or legal status. 
 
Popular stereotypes have long portrayed Latinos as dirty, 
ignorant, lazy, submissive, violent, and criminal, among other 
undesirable characteristics, but their presence has been 
tolerated because of the demand for cheap labor (Gabbidon 
& Greene, 2005).  As America’s economy becomes more 
uncertain and the number of Latino immigrants continues to 
rise, it seems that some native-born Americans are no longer 
willing to “tolerate” the undesirable character traits widely 
believed to be held by Latino immigrants.     
 
This paper is most interested with the association of 
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immigrants with criminality, and particularly Latino 
immigrants.  There are obvious reasons to believe that 
immigrants should be involved in crime to a greater degree 
than native-born Americans. For example, immigrants face 
acculturation and assimilation problems that most natives do 
not, and immigrants tend to settle in disorganized 
neighborhoods characterized by structural characteristics 
often associated with crime, such as widespread poverty, 
ethnic heterogeneity, and a preponderance of young males 
(Martinez & Lee, 2000). “Because many immigrants to the 
United States, especially Mexicans and Central Americans, are 
young men who arrive with very low levels of formal 
education, popular stereotypes tend to associate them with 
higher rates of crime and incarceration”  (Rumbaut & Ewing, 
2007, p. 1).  According to the results of the National Opinion 
Center’s 2000 General Social Survey, 73 percent of Americans 
believed that “more immigrants were *somewhat or very+ 
likely causally related to more crime” (Rumbaut & Ewing, 
2007, p. 3).  As previously discussed, this misconception that 
immigrants are responsible for higher crime rates is nothing 
new to this country; the immigrant groups being named as 
perpetrators have merely changed. 
 
Logic would tell us that most undocumented immigrants, like 
most U.S. citizens, avoid criminal activities (Wolf, 1988).   But, 
what do the actual crime and incarceration statistics show?  
Data from census and other sources show that throughout 
the past three decades, for every ethnic group, without 
exception, incarceration rates among young men are lowest 
for immigrants.  This holds true especially for the Mexicans, 
Salvadorans, and Guatemalans who make up the bulk of the 
undocumented population (Rumbaut & Ewing, 2007).  “Even 
as the undocumented population has doubled to 12 million 
since 1994, the violent crime rate in the United States has 
declined 34.2 percent and property crime has fallen 26.4 
percent” (Rumbaut & Ewing, 2007, p. 1). 
 
There are many reasons that undocumented immigrants may 
be incarcerated at lower rates than the native-born 
population, controlling for demographic characteristics like 
race, ethnicity, and sex.  Possible explanations include 
increased removal of criminal noncitizens, immigrant self-
selection, or deterrence (Butcher & Piehl, 2007).  With 
Congress’s expansion of the grounds of deportability in the 
1990’s, the number of removals of noncitizens increased 
substantially from 30,000 expulsions in fiscal year (FY) 1990 
to almost 210,000 in FY 2005 (Aleinikoff, et al., 2008).  
Butcher and Piel’s (2007) research finds that the huge 
increase in deportation (and thus removal from U.S.) of 
(documented and undocumented) immigrants is not 
responsible for the decrease in incarceration rates among 
immigrants over the last three decades.  Alternatively, they 
offer evidence that the process of immigration selects 
individuals who have lower criminal propensity or are more 
responsive to deterrent effects than the average native. 
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Earlier research by Butcher and Piehl (1998) analyzed the 
relationship between levels of immigration and crime rates at 
the city level.  Although cities with high levels of immigration 
tend to have high crime rates, they found no relationship 
between changes in crime and changes in immigration.  They 
explained their results by postulating that demographic 
changes do not affect crime rates and that net internal 
migration out of the city would create a higher percentage of 
immigrant residents.  (As discussed earlier, immigrants have 
lower incarceration rates than the native-born.) 
 
In a recent study of crime committed in the City of Chicago, 
Robert Sampson  (2008) examined violent acts committed by 
nearly 3,000 males and females ranging in age from 8 to 25 
between 1995 and 2003. The study selected whites, blacks, 
and Hispanics (primarily Mexican-Americans) from 180 
neighborhoods.  He found a significantly lower rate of 
violence among Mexican-Americans compared to blacks and 
whites. A major factor in this aversion to commit violent 
crime is that more than a quarter of those of Mexican 
descent were immigrants and more than half lived in 
neighborhoods where the majority of residents were also 
Mexican (Sampson, 2008). 
 
If research indicates that immigrants have lower incarceration 
rates than the native-born population, and cities’ crime rates 
are not tied to immigration flows, what explains the news 
stories and statements made by police departments and 
sheriff’s offices that we so often hear?   As mentioned earlier, 
this nation’s debate about undocumented immigration is 
undeniably intertwined with issues of race and ethnicity.   
 
Almost three-fourths of the undocumented population living 
in the United States hails from Latin America (Pew Hispanic 
Center, 2006b).  Of North Carolina’s Latino residents, an 
estimated 267,349, or 44.5 percent, of them are 
unauthorized to be in the United States (Kasarda & Johnson, 
2006).  When you put these two statistics together, it is 
reasonable to believe that many North Carolinians will 
assume the Latinos they encounter on a daily basis are here 
without authorization. 
 
How might this example of profiling influence crime statistics 
related to (documented and undocumented) immigrants?  
Increased arrest rates of immigrants may result as much from 
increased hostility toward immigrants or surveillance by law 
enforcement, as from any actual increase in criminal activity 
among immigrants (Mears, 2001).  Perceptions of Latinos as 
criminals help explain the practice of racial profiling by law 
enforcement, in which Latinos (and other minority groups) 
are targeted for traffic stops and other interrogatory 
encounters.  Indeed, some police officers have been trained 
overtly by their superiors to racially profile Latinos (Adams, 
2006).  In traffic stops, the Supreme Court has ruled that 
ulterior motives of police officers are irrelevant so long as 
there is probable cause for the stop (American Bar 
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Association, 2005).    The defendants of Wren v. United States 
argued that the gauntlet of traffic laws is so staggering that it 
creates the potential for police to use traffic stops as a means 
of searching for other violations, for which no probable cause 
or legitimate suspicion exists at the time of the stop (Adams, 
2006). 
 
Given all of these factors: the stereotypes about Latinos’ 
criminality; the prevalence of racial profiling by police 
officers; the estimates that almost half of the Latinos living in 
North Carolina are undocumented; and the Supreme Court’s 
affirmation that “subjective intentions play no role in 
ordinary, probable cause Fourth Amendment analysis”, the 
likelihood that the 287(g) program could be (intentionally or 
unintentionally) misused is manifest.  (Whren V. United 
States, 1996)  A program that was intended to remove 
undocumented immigrants who commit: “violent crimes, 
human smuggling, gang/organized crime activity, sexual-
related offenses, narcotics smuggling and money laundering” 
could instead be removing, in large part, undocumented 
Latino immigrants who were targeted for stops after merely 
committing minor traffic offenses (Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement, 2007a). 
 
A significant enabler to this misuse could be found in the 
recent change in the requirements to obtain a driver’s license 
in the state of North Carolina.  Effective August, 2006, a social 
security number is mandatory in order to receive a driver’s 
license (El Pueblo, Inc.).  This has a huge impact on the reach 
of the 287(g) program because an undocumented resident, 
who is pulled for a traffic violation that does not usually result 
in a trip to the County Jail, now has a more serious offense 
(driving without an operator’s license) that may warrant an 
arrest and ultimately lead to removal proceedings.   
 
Daniel Mears (2001) suggests that biased media accounts and 
existing critical commentary do not sufficiently develop 
theories and facts that lead to more efficient and effective 
policies. The “tough on immigration” policies (such as 287(g)) 
that call for greater partnering of local, state, and federal 
agencies are grounded on data of limited accuracy.  The 
media case studies, law enforcement data, and prison data 
driving these policy decisions provide a “limited basis for 
generalizing about immigration-related crime” (Mears, 2001,  
p.4). 
 
Mears suggests the crucial development of an analytical 
framework to evaluate the nexus of immigration and crime 
that would address critical issues that have not received 
sufficient attention, including: computation of crime rates for 
different units of analysis; the limited accuracy and utility of 
existing data; application and test of contemporary 
criminological theory; and policy interventions that are based 
on theoretically informed research rather than primarily on 
media and case study account or other data of questionable 
validity and generalizability (2001). 
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Many of the issues in the public arena related to crime and to 
immigration receive careless attention (Butcher & Piehl, 
1998).  Is there an association between crime and the 
undocumented immigrant population in North Carolina?  
What is that association and should we be implementing a 
program like 287(g) without knowing the answer to these 
questions?  While short of Mears’s framework, I attempt in 
this paper to paint a more accurate picture of immigration 
and crime trends in North Carolina counties. 
 
Data and Methods 
 
To better understand the relationship between immigration 
and crime in North Carolina, I decided to document and 
analyze population growth and crime trends in all one 
hundred counties of North Carolina.  I relied on the U.S. 
Census Bureau and the North Carolina State Bureau of 
Investigation for county population estimates and county 
crime indices dating from 1997-2006.  Table B indicates my 
data sources.  (See Appendix) 
 
I also set out to collect data from the counties that have 
partnered with ICE to implement the 287 (g) program to 
ascertain the undocumented immigrants’ countries of origin 
as well as the types of crimes they are being charged with 
that ultimately leads to their removal from the United States.  
This information was collected directly from the Alamance, 
Gaston, and Mecklenburg County Sheriff’s Offices.   
Although not wanting to contribute to the conflation of 
terminology by substituting Hispanic population growth for 
immigrant or undocumented immigrant growth, I believe that 
measuring Hispanic population growth in North Carolina 
counties will reveal the background upon which the decision 
to implement 287 (g) is being made.  As we have seen, law 
enforcement and prison officials often confuse citizenship 
status, immigration status, and ethnicity.  A rapidly increasing 
Hispanic population, regardless if native or foreign-born, may 
trigger nativist reactions.   
 
Using the Census county population estimate data, I 
determined the rate of total, Hispanic, and non-Hispanic 
population change from 1997-2006 for all one hundred 
counties.  I also determined the mean state rates.  I then 
divided counties into those who had population growth rates 
above the state mean from those who had rates below for all 
three types of population growth (total, Hispanic, non-
Hispanic).  I then mapped counties by growth rates using GIS.  
This helps give a clear picture of what kind of population 
change is happening in which North Carolina Counties.  I also 
determined what percentage of the state’s Hispanic 
population growth was going to each county as well as what 
percentage of a county’s total population growth was due to 
Hispanic population growth.  Theses rates were mapped as 
well. 
Turning to the Uniform Crime Reports provided by the North 
Carolina State Bureau of Investigation, I then determined the 
 23 
 
average property crime and violent crime index from 1997 to 
2006 for each county, as well as the state median.  I chose to 
use the state median as a reference point instead of mean, 
because a few counties with particularly high crime rates 
skewed the mean quite dramatically.  I split counties along 
the state median for both violent crime and property crime.  I 
also mapped counties based upon having crime indices higher 
or lower than the state median. 
 
I then created scatter plots with all one hundred counties as 
data points.  The x-axis indicated either the total, Hispanic, or 
non-Hispanic population change from 1997 to 2006, while the 
y-axis plotted the mean violent or property crime index for 
the same years for each county. 
 
 I divided counties into four groups: 
 
1. Hispanic population and non-Hispanic population growth 
below the state mean 
2. Hispanic population and non-Hispanic population growth 
above the state mean 
3. Hispanic population above and non-Hispanic population 
growth below the state mean 
4. Hispanic population below and non-Hispanic population 
growth above the state mean 
 
I compared the 1997 to 2006 mean violent and property 
crime indices among these four groups. 
 
For each type of population change I examined (total, 
Hispanic, and non-Hispanic), I divided all one hundred 
counties into three groups:  
 
1. growth rate ≤ (0.5) * (state mean)  
2. growth rate between (0.5) * (state mean)  
 and (1.5) * (state mean)  
3.   growth rate ≥ (1.5) * (state mean) 
 
I then compared the mean property crime and violent crime 
indices between the three types of growth and the three 
rates of population growth.  
 
I also closely examined crime trends in the five 287(g) 
counties that have either implemented or expressed interest 
in implementing 287 (g) - Alamance, Cabarrus, Gaston, 
Mecklenburg, and Wake Counties.  A crime index indicates 
crimes per 100,000 residents.  I charted property and violent 
crime indices, as well as trends in the specific crime indices 
listed in the Uniform Crime Report: 
Murder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
 
In addition to crime indices, I also decided to chart changes in 
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the absolute number of crimes being committed in the 287(g) 
counties.  All five counties are experiencing population 
growth and I hypothesized that even though the number of 
crimes per 100,000 residents may be declining, the absolute 
number of crimes being committed may be increasing, giving 
the impression that community members are in more peril. 
 
Using the data provided by the two of the counties that have 
287 (g) up and running (Alamance and Mecklenburg), I 
calculated the most common countries of origin of and 
charges against the undocumented immigrants placed into 
removal proceedings.  (Gaston is omitted here because the 
ICE report given to me was not as complete as the other two.) 
 
Lim it at ions 
 
In order to evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of 
the 287(g) program in North Carolina, it is necessary to 
analyze trends in the arrest rates of undocumented 
immigrants.  Types of charges should also be taken into 
consideration, so as to give a more complete picture of the 
threat posed to the community by those arrested.  Beyond 
monitoring the criminology of undocumented immigrants, 
the crime statistic trends may also indicate a predisposition of 
racial profiling by local authorities, regardless of participation 
of the 287(g) program. 
 
Unfortunately, accessing the above-mentioned crime 
statistics is quite difficult.  The statistics provided by the NC 
State Bureau of Investigation (NCSBI) do not include 
demographic information about neither the perpetrators nor 
victims.  Information such as Hispanic origin, birth country, or 
county of citizenship is not specified. 
 
I decided to contact some County Sheriffs’ Offices individually 
to ascertain if they kept track of the demographic information 
I sought.  Upon speaking with several County Sheriffs’ Offices, 
it became apparent that counties do not have crime statistics 
including Hispanic origin, birth country, or country of 
citizenship.  Although the State Arrest Report that all counties 
are required to complete for each arrestee includes questions 
about place of birth, it appears that the information from the 
Arrest Report is not collected in a way that would easily 
facilitate analysis.  I was told that compiling the information 
would be an extremely laborious task.   
 
I was also interested in comparing the number and types of 
charges brought against those put into removal proceedings 
with the number and types of charges brought against the 
general population to see if there are any noticeable 
differences.  This could indicate whether undocumented 
immigrants are more likely to be charged with certain crimes 
not found as commonly among the general population.  
However, the categories of charges listed in the ICE report 
generated by the County Sheriff’s Offices differ greatly from 
the UCR categories and such comparison is not easily made.  
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Again, when I questioned the County Sheriff’s Offices as to 
the possibility of collecting data on charges against the 
general population that would mirror the categories found in 
the ICE reports, I was told that to gather such data would be a 
very labor intensive process. 
 
Undocumented immigrant population growth is difficult to 
estimate, and Hispanic population growth is not a perfect 
proxy for that of undocumented immigrants. However, as 
Kasarda and Johnson’s estimate points out, unauthorized 
residents constitute 45 percent of North Carolina’s Hispanic 
population (2006).  Additionally there is little disputing that 
undocumented immigrants move into areas where they have 
social networks to help them adjust.  These networks are 
comprised of friends and kin, often from the same origin 
country or community.  Areas of concentrated immigration 
are also magnets for the concentration of undocumented 
immigrants (Sampson, 2008).  It is the combination of these 
two factors – the large percentage of Hispanics who are 
undocumented in North Carolina and the likelihood that 
undocumented Hispanics will move into communities that 
have established Hispanic immigrant populations – that 
justifies the use of Hispanic population growth as a proxy for 
undocumented population growth in this paper. 
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Results 
 
Pop ulat ion  Grow t h  
 
Table 1 shows the population growth that North Carolina 
experienced between 1997 and 2006. North Carolina’s 
population grew by 19.22 percent.  A large component of this 
population growth stemmed from Hispanic population 
growth.  Although the state’s Hispanic population growth has 
slowed down, it continues to grow.  North Carolina’s Hispanic 
population grew by 158.70 percent from 1997 to 2006.  In 
comparison, the non-Hispanic population grew by 14.77 
percent.  
 
 Tab le 1 Po p ulat ion  Gro w t h  in  No r t h  Caro lina 1997-2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2 indicates how many counties are experiencing  
Hispanic and non-Hispanic population growth rates above 
and below the state mean.  Almost three-fourths of North 
Carolina counties have non-Hispanic population growth rates 
below the state mean, while about half have Hispanic growth 
rates below the  state mean.  These results show that 
population growth is concentrated for non-Hispanics, but 
more evenly distributed for Hispanics. 
 
Map 1 shows which counties in North Carolina had growth 
rates above and below the state median for both Hispanic 
and non-Hispanic population growth.  The majority of the 
fastest growing  counties are in the center of the state. 
 
 Tab le 2 Cro ss t ab ulat io n  o f  Hisp an ic and  non -Hisp an ic  
 Pop ulat ion  Grow t h  Ab o ve and  Belo w  St at e Mean  
The population growth rates in the counties utilizing or 
planning to implement the 287 (g) program are highlighted in 
Map 1 and Table 3. All five counties have Hispanic population 
growth rates above the state mean.  Cabarrus, Mecklenburg, 
and Wake counties all have non-Hispanic population growth 
above the state mean, while Gaston is below and Alamance 
slightly below the state mean.   
 
 Tab le 3 Grow t h  Rat es in  287 (g) Coun t ies 1997-2006 
 Percent Number 
Total Population Growth 19.22 1,427,833 
Hispanic Population Growth 158.70   364,326 
Non-Hispanic Population Growth 14.77 1,063,507 
  Non-Hispanic population 
growth 
Below 
state 
mean 
Above 
state 
mean 
Total 
Hispanic 
Population 
growth 
Below state mean 39 10 49 
Above state mean 34 17 51 
Total 73 27 100 
County Hispanic  
Population 
Non-Hispanic  
Population 
Total  
Population 
Alamance 241.59% 12.17% 20.82% 
Cabarrus 316.13% 26.93% 34.53% 
Gaston 211.55% 5.24% 8.97% 
Mecklenburg 205.06% 27.00% 34.72% 
Wake 199.46% 36.35% 42.54% 
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Map  1 Coun t ies w it h  Hisp an ic an d  non -Hisp an ic Pop ulat ion  Grow t h  Ab ove and  Belo w  St at e Mean  
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In all of the counties that have signed Memorandum’s of 
Agreement with Immigration and Customs Enforcement, 
Hispanic population growth rates from 1997 to 2006 
continued to dramatically outpace non-Hispanic population 
growth.   Total growth rates are above the state mean in all 
five counties except Gaston. 
 
Table 4 demonstrates actual population growth in the five 
287 (g) counties,  as opposed to growth rates. Even though 
Hispanic growth rates are higher than non-Hispanic growth 
rates in all five counties, the number of Hispanics living in the 
counties, as well the number of Hispanic residents added 
during the ten-year period  is smaller than the number of non
-Hispanic residents.  In the case of Alamance and Gaston 
Counties, the difference is only a few thousand residents, but 
in the remaining counties, the non-Hispanic population 
growth is at least three times the Hispanic population growth. 
 
Tab le 4 Po p ulat ion  Gro w t h  in  287 (g) Coun t ies 1997-2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Charts 1-3 show the yearly population growth rates in 
Alamance, Cabarrus, Gaston, Mecklenburg, and Wake 
counties, as well as for the state of North Carolina.  While 
Hispanic population growth rates continue to be higher than 
non-Hispanic population growth rates, Hispanic population 
growth rates steadily fell from 1997 to 2006 for all counties 
with the 287 (g) program as well as for the state.  Conversely, 
non-Hispanic growth rates are increasing in all 287 (g) 
counties as well as for the state as a whole.  The spike at the 
year 2000 is mostly likely due to adjustments made during 
the 2000 Census, but it is unclear why the adjustment would 
be so dramatic. 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
County Hispanic  
Population 
Non-Hispanic  
Population 
Total  
Population 
Alamance 10,758 13,824 24,582 
Cabarrus 9661 30,485 40,146 
Gaston 6998 9415 16,413 
Mecklenburg 54,610 158,626 213,236 
Wake 41,745 192,987 234,732 
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Char t  2 287 (g) Coun t ies Non -Hisp an ic  Po p ulat ion  Change 1997-2006 
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Char t  3 287 (g) Coun t ies Hisp an ic  Po p u lat ion  Change 1997-2006 
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Map 2 further examines the distribution of North Carolina’s 
Hispanic population growth.  This map examines the 
percentage of statewide Hispanic population growth 
occurring between 1997 and 2006 that is received by each 
county.  Again, the majority of Hispanic growth is 
concentrated in the center of the state. Table 4 indicates the 
percentage of the state’s Hispanic population growth that 
occurred in each 287 (g) county.  For example, Mecklenburg 
County received the largest portion of statewide Hispanic 
population growth followed by Wake County, with over a 
quarter of the entire state’s Hispanic population growth 
happening in those two counties.   
 
 Tab le 4 Share o f  St at ew id e Hisp an ic Po p ulat ion  Grow t h  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
County Percentage 
Mecklenburg 14.99% 
Wake 11.46% 
Alamance 2.95% 
Cabarrus 2.65% 
Gaston 1.92% 
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Map  2 Percen t age o f  St at ew id e Hisp an ic Po p ulat ion  Grow t h  Received  b y In d ivid ual Coun t ies 
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Map  3 Percen t age o f  St at ew id e Im m igran t  Po p ulat ion  Gro w t h  Received  b y In d ivid ual Coun t ies 
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North Carolina experienced a 17.88 percent increase in 
immigrant population growth from 1997 to 2006.  Map 3 
demonstrates the distribution of the net increase in 
international immigrants across North Carolina counties, 
while Table 5 shows the percentage of the state’s immigrant 
population growth that occurred in each 287 (g) county.  
Again, Mecklenburg and Wake counties received the two 
highest shares of the state’s immigrant population growth, 
totaling over a quarter of the state’s total.  The state’s 
immigrant population growth tends to be concentrated in the 
center of the state. 
 
 Tab le 5 Share o f  st at ew id e Im m igran t   
 Pop ulat ion  Grow t h  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The percentage of each 287 (g) county’s population growth 
resulting from Hispanic population growth can be found in 
Table 6.  In Alamance, Gaston and Mecklenburg Counties, 
over a quarter of the population growth between 1997 and 
2006 was due to Hispanic population growth, while  in 
Cabarrus County. Hispanic growth accounted for just  under 
25 percent of total growth.  This indicates that  the 
demographics of these counties are shifting at 
unprecedented rates. In Wake County, Hispanic population 
growth constituted the smallest percentage of total 
population growth, but Wake County also experienced the 
highest total population growth rate, minimizing the 
magnitude of Hispanic population growth on the total 
population growth rate. 
 
 Tab le 6 Hisp an ic Pop ulat ion  Grow t h  as Percen t  o f    
 To t al Pop ulat ion  Gro w t h   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Map 4 illustrates the percentage of each county’s total 
population growth that is attributed to Hispanic population 
growth.  Overall, 25 percent of North Carolina’s population 
growth stemmed from Hispanic population growth.   Eight 
counties experienced net population losses, but had gains in 
Hispanic population.  (*Two counties had Census county 
population estimates that resulted in Hispanic population 
growth higher than total population growth.   Because the 
Census’s county population estimates are approximations, 
there is the possibility for some calculation error.) 
County Percentage 
Mecklenburg 17.59% 
Wake 16.40% 
Alamance 2.00% 
Gaston 1.85% 
Cabarrus 1.37% 
County Percentage 
Alamance 43.76% 
Gaston 42.64% 
Mecklenburg 25.61% 
Cabarrus 24.06% 
Wake 17.78% 
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Map  4 Percen t age o f  Coun t y To t al Po p u lat ion  Grow t h  St em m in g f ro m  Hisp an ic Po p ulat ion  Grow t h  
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Map  5 Percen t age o f  St at ew id e Hisp an ic Po p ulat ion  Grow t h  Received  b y In d ivid ual Coun t ies 
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Cr im e Trend s 
 
Chart 4 shows that both property and violent crime indices 
decreased for the state of North Carolina between 1997 and 
2006. (A crime index indicates crimes per 100,000 residents.)  
This is consistent with national crime trends; crime has 
decreased nationwide even as the population, and 
particularly the immigrant population, has increased. 
 
Map 5 demonstrates which counties have crime rates above 
and below the state median.  (The median was selected 
instead of the mean because a few very high crime counties 
skew the mean.)   The median state violent crime index for 
1997-2006 is 318.455 and 3183.835 for property crime.  All 
287(g) counties have violent and property crime index means 
that are above the state median except for Cabarrus county 
which has both violent and property crime index means 
below the state median.  
 
Next, Chart 5 shows property crime index trends within 
counties that have the four different types of population 
growth rates between 1997 and 2006 previously mentioned: 
 
Category 1 - slow non-Hispanic and Hispanic growth rates 
Category 2 - fast  non-Hispanic and Hispanic growth rates 
Category 3 - slow non-Hispanic and fast Hispanic growth rates 
Category 4 - fast non-Hispanic and slow Hispanic growth rates 
Counties in all four growth rate categories experienced a 
decrease in their property crime indices from 1997-2006.  
Generally counties in Category 1 had the highest crime rates, 
followed Category 4, Category 2, and Category 3, respectively.  
Counties with fast non-Hispanic and slow Hispanic growth 
rates experienced the most precipitous property crime rate 
decline while the property crime index rate in counties with 
slow non-Hispanic and fast Hispanic growth rates  increased 
from 2003 to 2006.  There does not appear to be any obvious 
explanation as to why counties with the slowest population 
growth rates would have the highest property crime indices.  
Both categories of counties that had the highest Hispanic 
population growth rates have had the lowest property crime 
rates, until the increase in 2003 mentioned above.   
 
In Chart 6, violent crime indices are compared between the 
four county categories previously outlined.  Again, counties in 
category 1 have the highest violent crime rates.  All counties 
have experienced an overall decline in violent crime rates, 
although counties in category 3 experienced a large increase 
in 2003 that slightly declined in 2005.   
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Char t  5 Coun t y Pro p er t y Cr im e In d ex Tren d s b y Grow t h  Pat t ern s 1997-2006 
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Char t  6 Coun t y Vio len t  Cr im e In d ex Tren d s b y Grow t h  Pat t ern s 1997-2006 
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Graphs 1-4 show for all one hundred North Carolina counties 
the relationship between the counties’ mean property and 
crime indices from 1997-2006 with two categories of 
population growth: total and Hispanic.  When a best-fit line is 
superimposed, the line indicates that counties with higher 
total population growth rates have higher violent and 
property crime indices, and those with higher Hispanic 
population growth rates, have lower violent and property 
crime indices. 
  
 Grap h  1 Co un t y To t al Pop u lat ion  Gro w t h  Rat e  
 and   Pro p er t y Cr im e Ind ex 1997-2006 
 Grap h  2 Co un t y To t al Pop u lat ion  Gro w t h  Rat e  
 and   Vio len t  Cr im e In d ex 1997-2006 
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  Grap h  4 Co un t y Hisp an ic Grow t h  Rat e  
  and   Vio len t  Cr im e In d ex 1997-2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Grap h  3 Co un t y Hisp an ic Grow t h  Rat e  
 and   Pro p er t y Cr im e Ind ex 1997-2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tables 7-9 show the mean violent crime and property crime 
index for three different measures of county growth rates: 
total, Hispanic, and non-Hispanic.  Within each measure, all 
one hundred counties are divided in three categories based 
upon their relationship to the state mean.  Those counties 
with growth rates that are less than 50 percent of the mean 
state growth rate are listed first, followed by counties that  
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have growth rates between 50 percent and 150 percent the 
state mean, and counties that have growth rates over 150 
percent the state growth rate mean are listed next, followed 
by the statistics for total counties. 
 
When looking at total population growth rates, the counties 
with the highest total population growth rates, also have the 
highest mean violent and property crime indices.  This 
indicates a positive relationship between growth rates and 
crime.  When comparing crime means by Hispanic population 
growth rates, counties with the highest Hispanic population 
growth rates have the lowest property crime indices and the 
lowest violent crime indices.  Counties experiencing the 
highest rates of non-Hispanic population change have the 
highest property and violent crime rates.  Put simply, high 
Hispanic growth rates are correlated with low crime rates and 
high non-Hispanic growth rates are correlated with high 
crime rates.  
 
Charts 7 and 8 show the mean property and violent crime 
indices, respectively, for the 287 (g) counties from 1997 to 
2006, along with the state median crime index for 
comparison. As Chart 7 demonstrates, there is no singular 
pattern for property crime rates in all 287 (g) counties.  Wake 
Count experienced a dramatic decrease, while Mecklenburg 
and Gaston Counties experienced overall decreases over the 
ten years. Cabarrus and Alamance Counties had ups and 
downs throughout the ten-year period, with Alamance’s 2006 
property crime index slightly higher than it’s 1997 rate.    
Tab le 7  
 Mean  Vio len t  and  Pro p er t y Cr im e Ind ices f o r  Coun t ies  
    
Total Population Growth 
Mean  
Violent 
Crime 
Mean  
Property 
Crime 
County growth rate  
≤ (0.5) * (state mean) 
Mean 375.68 3421.60 
N 41 41 
Std. Deviation 
185.58 1495.52 
County growth rate 
 between (0.5) * (state 
mean) and (1.5) * (state 
mean) 
Mean 328.50 3327.14 
N 46 46 
Std. Deviation 
202.23 1581.18 
County growth rate  
≥ (1.5) * (state mean) 
Mean 415.06 3730.22 
N 13 13 
Std. Deviation 
256.67 1315.83 
Total 
Mean 359.10 3418.27 
N 100 100 
Std. Deviation 
203.60 1505.53 
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Tab le 8 
Mean  Vio len t  and  Pro p er t y Cr im e Ind ices f o r  Coun t ies 
w it h  Dif f eren t  Levels o f  Hisp an ic Pop ulat ion  Grow t h  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Tab le 9 
 Mean  Vio len t  and  Pro p er t y Cr im e Ind ices f o r  Coun t ies 
 w it h  Dif f eren t  Levels o f  Non -Hisp an ic Po p u lat ion  Grow t h  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hispanic Population Growth 
Mean  
Violent 
Crime 
Mean  
Property 
Crime 
County growth rate ≤ 
(0.5) * (state mean) 
Mean 343.73 3509.91 
N 13 13 
Std. Deviation 168.81 1365.93 
County growth rate 
between (0.5) * (state 
mean) and (1.5) * (state 
mean) 
Mean 388.18 3646.31 
N 70 70 
Std. Deviation 209.08 1482.68 
County growth rate ≥ 
(1.5) * (state mean)  
Mean 251.09 2409.18 
N 17 17 
Std. Deviation 174.06 1352.32 
Total 
Mean 359.10 3418.27 
N 100 100 
Std. Deviation 203.60 1505.53 
Non-Hispanic Population Growth 
Mean  
Violent 
Crime 
Mean  
Property 
Crime 
County growth rate ≤ 
(0.5) * (state mean) 
Mean 371.15 3355.86 
N 48 48 
Std. Deviation 189.28 1515.30 
County growth rate 
between (0.5) * (state 
mean) and (1.5) * (state 
mean) 
Mean 327.53 3377.35 
N 35 35 
Std. Deviation 
200.14 1554.54 
County growth rate ≥ 
(1.5) * (state mean) 
Mean 390.04 3678.74 
N 17 17 
Std. Deviation 249.98 1434.25 
Total 
Mean 359.10 3418.27 
N 100 100 
Std. Deviation 203.60 1505.53 
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Char t  8 Vio len t  Cr im e Tren d s 1997-2006 in  287 (g) Coun t ies 
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Chart 8 illustrates that violent crime rates decreased for three 
of the 287 (g) counties.  Mecklenburg’s violent crime dropped 
precipitously.  Violent crime in Wake and Gaston Counties 
also decreased. Alamance County experienced an increase in 
violent crime between 2004 and 2006, and Cabarrus’s violent 
crime index slightly increased over the ten-year period.  
Again, there is no clear, uniform pattern of violent crime in all 
five counties . 
Now I examine the index trends for particular crimes in each 
287 (g) county.  Crime categories were determined by the 
Uniform Crime Reports available from the North Carolina 
State Bureau of Investigation.   Crimes examined include: 
Murder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Assault 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Motor vehicle theft 
Arson 
 
For each county there is a chart that shows the index for each 
crime, and a second chart that excludes larceny and burglary, 
as they have the highest index rates and make it difficult to 
distinguish changes in the other crimes when using the same 
scale. 
 
Charts 9 and 10 show crime index rates for Alamance County.  
Assault increased dramatically in 2005 and motor vehicle 
theft (MVT) increased in 2006.  Other crimes reminded fairly 
steady or did not exhibit a clear trend. 
 
Next we look at Cabarrus in Charts 11 and 12.  Like Alamance, 
Cabarrus County also had a dramatic increase in MVT and 
assault from 2004 to 2006, and a slight increase in robberies 
over the ten-year period.  The other crime indices remain 
fairly steady or did not exhibit a clear trend. 
 
Gaston County is represented in Charts 13 and 14.  Like 
Cabarrus and Alamance, Gaston had an increase in MVT.  
Assault dropped rather sharply over the ten-year period, but  
began to rise in 2006.  Larceny declined.  All other crime 
indices held steady or did not exhibit a clear trend. 
 
Charts 15 and 16 show crime rates in Mecklenburg County.  
Very similar to Gaston County, larceny decreased, and assault 
dramatically deceased while MVT increased.  All other crime 
indices held steady or did not exhibit a clear trend. 
 
Wake County crime is examined in Charts 17 and 18.  All 
crime indices decreased or held steady between 1997 and 
2006.  This is impressive given the county’s high growth rate. 
Larceny decreased dramatically, as did MTV and assault, 
although assaults rose slightly 2006. 
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Char t  10 Alam an ce Coun t y Cr im e Ind ex Tren d s 1997-2006, Exclud in g Larcen y and  Burglary  
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Char t  11 Cab ar rus Coun t y Cr im e Ind ex Tren d s 1997-2006 
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Char t s 13 Gast on  Coun t y Cr im e In d ex Tren d s 1997-2006 
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Char t  15 Mecklenb urg Coun t y Cr im e In d ex Tren d s 1997-2006 
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Char t  16 Mecklenb urg Coun t y Cr im e In d ex Tren d s 1997-2006, Exclud ing  Larcen y and  Burglary  
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Charts 19-26 show the number of crimes being committed in 
each county instead of the crime index which normalizes 
crimes based on population.  As a county’s population grows, 
the absolute number of crimes committed may also increase.  
Even though the crime index remains steady or decreases, 
this increase in the number of crimes committed may give the 
impression that crime is on the rise and the community has 
become less safe. 
 
Chart 19 looks at the number of murders committed annually 
in the 287 (g) counties. Most counties have seen the number 
of murders remain steady or decline.  In Mecklenburg County, 
murders spiked in 1999, 2005, and 2006, but it is difficult to 
see a clear trend in the number of murders committed. 
 
Chart 20 illustrates the changes in the number of rapes 
occurring in each 287 (g) county.  Most counties demonstrate 
a steady number of rapes from 1997 to 2006.  Mecklenburg 
County had a dip in 1999, but the number steadily increased 
since that time. 
 
Chart 21 examines robberies.  Only Mecklenburg County 
experienced a substantial increase in the number of robberies 
and it was quite dramatic..   
 
Number of aggravated assaults is represented in Chart 22.  
The number of aggravated assaults has dramatically declined 
in Mecklenburg County.  Alamance, Cabarrus,  Wake Counties 
experienced increases between 2004 and 2006, and Gaston 
County saw an upturn in 2006. 
 
Chart 23 provides the number of burglaries committed 
between 1997 and 2006.  Only Mecklenburg County 
experienced a large increase in the number of burglaries.  
Alamance had a smaller increase while Wake and Gaston 
Counties saw overall decreases. 
 
Larceny is the most common crime in all counties. Chart 24 
shows that the number of larcenies increased in Alamance 
and Cabarrus Counties, and decreased in Wake County. 
 
Motor vehicle theft steadily and dramatically increased in 
Mecklenburg County and also increased all other counties 
except  Wake.  Alamance, Cabarrus, and Gaston saw the 
number of MVTs increase between 2004 and 2006.  This is 
demonstrated in Chart 25.   
 
Lastly, Chart 26 shows the combined total of all of the eight 
crimes individually examined in each of the five counties.  
Again, these numbers reflect the absolute number of crimes 
being committed, not an index .  Between 1997 and 2006, the 
number of crimes decreased in Wake; held steady in Gaston; 
increased in Alamance and Cabarrus counties; and increased 
dramatically in Mecklenburg County.  
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Char t  20 Num b er  o f  Rap es 1997-2206 in  287 (g) Coun t ies 
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Char t  22 Num b er  o f  Aggravat ed  Assault s 1997-2206 in  287 (g) Coun t ies 
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287 (g) St at ist ics 
 
Alam ance Coun t y 
 
The Alamance County Sherriff’s Office provided me with 
current statistics of inmate interviews and processing apropos 
287(g).  Table 10 outlines the number of foreign-born inmates 
received by the County Sherriff’s Office since the 
implementation of 287(g) on February 19, 2007 until the end 
of the calendar year.  All statistics are effective February 19, 
2007 – December 31, 2007  
 
Tab le 10 Num b er  o f  Inm at es Received  Th ro ugh  287 (g) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 11 shows the number of inmates who had been 
previously deported and  those who had remained in the 
country after being ordered to leave. 
 
Tables 12 and 13 show the types of charges filed against 
inmates processed under 287(g).   Inmates can have multiple 
charges, resulting in a total charges number that is larger than 
the number of inmates processed for removal.   Of the 1227  
total charges in 2007, 64 or 5.22 percent were categorized as 
criminal.  The remaining 1163 or 94.8 percent were non 
criminal charges.  546 charges were misdemeanors and 116 
were felonies, constituting 44.5 and 9.45 percent respectively 
as, shown in Table 14.  A quarter (24.61 percent) of all 
charges were traffic-related.  (Driver without an operator’s 
license is an example of a traffic offense.) 
 
Tab le 11 Pr io r  Rem ovals and  Out st an d ing Rem o val Ord ers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tab le 12 Cr im inal Charges  (Mand at o ry Det en t ion )  
 
*Warrant issued. Inmate is not counted as “processed” inmate because 
he/she had previously been processed for removal.  
 
Inmates Received 519 
Total number of inmates charged and brought into the Alamance 
County Jail that are non-U.S.- born 
Inmates Processed for Removal 434 
Of the Inmates Received / Total number of inmates that were 
placed in removal proceedings.  
Prior Deportations   12 
Of Inmates Processed / Total number that were previously 
removed and re-entered in the US. 
Outstanding Warrant for Removal   13 
Of inmates processed, total number that were previously ordered 
removed but remained in the US. 
Charge Number 
Percent of 
Total 
Charges 
862 Notice to Appear in Court (NTA) 31 1.64% 
Bag and Baggage (B&B) 
(Ordered removed but remained)3 
13 0.69% 
871 Re-Entry (Has previously been removed) 12 0.64% 
851 Aggravated Felon 8 0.42% 
Total Criminal Charges 64 5.22% 
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Tab le 13 Non - Cr im inal Charges   
(Non -Mand at o ry Det en t ion ) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tab le 14  Misd em eano rs and  Felon ies 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not all foreign-born inmates who are interviewed about their 
immigration status are put into removal proceedings for 
reasons such as being a naturalized U.S. Citizen or a Lawful 
Permanent Resident (LPR).  Table 15 outlines some of the 
reasons that foreign-born immigrants who were interviewed 
were not processed further. 
 
Tab le 15 Reasons Why Som e Inm at es In t er view ed  Were 
No t  Pro cessed  
Charge Number 
Percent  
of Total 
Charges 
862 Notice to Appear in Court (NTA) 370 30.15% 
State Charges 
Traffic 302 24.61% 
Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) 132 10.76% 
Other 120 9.78% 
Drugs 84 6.85% 
Assault 50 4.07% 
ICE Arrest 34 2.77% 
Fraud 16 1.30% 
DV 13 1.06% 
Trespass 10 0.81% 
Sex Crimes 9 0.73% 
Alcohol/D&D 9 0.73% 
Theft 9 0.73% 
B&E 3 0.24% 
Robbery 2 0.16% 
Total Non Criminal Charges 1163 94.48% 
Charge Number 
Percent 
of Total 
Charges 
Misdemeanors 546 28.90% 
Felonies 116 6.14% 
LAPR (Green Cards)  Inmates are Lawfully Admitted Permanent 
Residents. 
TPS (Temporary  
Protective Status) 
Inmates are allowed to remain in US 
temporarily under protective status.  
Naturalized  
US Citizen    
Inmates Naturalized and became a U.S. 
Citizen  
Non-Immigrant VISA Inmates are lawfully in US as a temporary 
visitor. 
Approved Asylum Inmates granted Asylum and can apply for 
LAPR. (Green Card) 
Refugee Inmate was lawfully admitted into US as a 
refugee. (LAPR)  
Man Power   Lack of Deputies to process number of 
inmates interviewed. 
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Table 16 lists the countries of origin of the foreign-born 
inmates interviewed under 287(g).  The majority of inmates 
interviewed were born in Mexico – 89.90 percent.  7.92 
percent of the interviewees were from other Latin America 
Caribbean countries. 1.31 percent of interviewees hailed from 
Southeast Asia. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Tab le 16 Coun t r ies o f  Or ig in  f o r  Processed  Aliens  
 (In t erview ed  Inm at es)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 As a percentage of the Sherriff’s Office Total 
2 The difference from the mathematical total is most likely to human 
processing error at the Sheriff’s Office 
Country Number Percent of Total1 
Mexico 612 89.90% 
El Salvador 31 4.60% 
Honduras 15 2.20% 
Guatemala 7 1.00% 
Dominican Republic 3 0.40% 
Laos 3 0.44% 
Vietnam 3 0.44% 
Canada 1 0.10% 
Jamaica 2 0.29% 
Thailand 2 0.29% 
Ukraine 1 0.15% 
Nigeria 1 0.10% 
Canada 1 0.10% 
Burma 1 0.15% 
Ghana 1 0.10% 
Portugal 1 0.10% 
Sudan 1 0.10% 
  
Sherriff’s Office Total2 681 100.00% 
Mathematical Total 687 100.66% 
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Mecklenb urg Coun t y 
 
The Mecklenburg County Sherriff’s Office provided me with 
current statistics of inmate interviews and processing apropos 
287(g).  Although active in Mecklenburg since 2006, in being 
consistent with Alamance County, here I examine the 2007 
statistics only.  Table 17 outlines the number of foreign-born 
inmates received by the Mecklenburg County Sherriff’s Office 
during the 2007 calendar year (January 1—December 31). 
 
Tab le 17 Num b er  o f  Inm at es Received  Th ro ugh  287 (g) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 18 shows the number of inmates who had been 
previously deported and  those who had remained in the 
county after being ordered to leave. 
 
Tables 19 and 20 show the types of charges filed against 
inmates processed under 287(g).   Inmates can have multiple 
charges, resulting in a total charges number that is larger than 
the number of inmates processed for removal.   Of the 4638 
total charges in 2007, 672 or 14.49 percent were categorized 
as criminal.  The remaining 3966 or 85.51 percent were non 
criminal charges.  Table 21 shows that 2008 charges were 
misdemeanors and 193 were felonies, constituting 43.29 
percent and 4.16 percent of total charges, respectively.  
Traffic violations were the most common state charge making 
up 16.34 percent of the total charges. 
 
Tab le 18 Pr io r  Rem ovals and  Out st an d ing Rem o val Ord ers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tab le 19 Cr im inal Charges  (Mand at o ry Det en t ion ) 
 
Inmates Received 3641 
Total number of inmates charged and brought into the  
Mecklenburg County Jail that are non-U.S.- born 
Inmates Processed for Removal 2321 
Of the Inmates Received / Total number of inmates that were 
placed in removal proceedings.  
Prior Deportations   143 
Of Inmates Processed / Total number that were previously 
removed and re-entered in the US. 
Outstanding Warrant for Removal   155 
Of inmates processed, total number that were previously ordered 
removed but remained in the US. 
Charge Number 
Percent of 
Total 
Charges 
862 Notice to Appear in Court (NTA) 357 7.70% 
Bag and Baggage (B&B) 155 3.34% 
871 Re-Entry (Has previously been removed) 143 3.08% 
851 Aggravated Felon 17 0.37% 
Total Criminal Charges 672 14.49% 
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Tab le 20 Non - Cr im inal Charges   
(Non -Mand at o ry Det en t ion ) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tab le 21  Misd em eano rs and  Felon ies 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 22 lists the countries of origin of the foreign-born 
inmates interviewed under 287(g).  Mexican-born inmates 
constituted 65.36% of the total interviewees.  32.36% of the 
inmates were born in Latin American or Caribbean countries 
other than Mexico. 
 
Tab le 22 Coun t r ies o f  Or ig in  f o r  Processed  Aliens  
(In t erview ed  Inm at es)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Charge Number 
Percent of 
Total 
Charges 
862 Notice to Appear in Court (NTA) 1634 35.23% 
Voluntary Removal 13 0.28% 
State Charges 
Traffic 758 16.34% 
Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) 524 11.30% 
Other 401 8.65% 
Assault 226 4.87% 
Drugs 148 3.19% 
Theft 61 1.32% 
Alcohol/D&D 59 1.27% 
Breaking and Entering 50 1.08% 
Sex Charges 50 1.08% 
Trespass 18 0.39% 
Domestic Violence 11 0.24% 
Robbery 9 0.19% 
Fraud 4 0.09% 
ICE Arrest 0 0.00% 
Total Non Criminal Charges 3966 85.51% 
Charge Number 
Percent 
of Total 
Misdemeanors 2008 43.29% 
Felonies 193 4.16% 
Country Number Percent of Total 
Mexico 1517 65.36% 
Honduras 394 16.98% 
El Salvador 165 7.11% 
Guatemala 107 4.61% 
Brazil 19 0.82% 
Costa Rica 10 0.43% 
Ecuador 9 0.39% 
Nicaragua 9 0.39% 
Peru 8 0.34% 
Colombia 7 0.30% 
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Tab le 22 Con t inued  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Country Number Percent of Total 
Venezuela 7 0.30% 
Dominican Republic 5 0.22% 
Congo 4 0.17% 
China 4 0.17% 
UK 3 0.13% 
Trinidad and Tobago 3 0.13% 
Ghana 3 0.13% 
Nigeria 2 0.09% 
Panama 2 0.09% 
Canada 2 0.09% 
Africa 2 0.09% 
Liberia 2 0.09% 
Gambia 2 0.09% 
Ivory Coast 2 0.09% 
Sierra Leone 2 0.09% 
Mali 2 0.09% 
India 2 0.09% 
Vietnam 2 0.09% 
Togo 2 0.09% 
Uruguay 1 0.04% 
Bosnia 1 0.04% 
Korea 1 0.04% 
Argentina 1 0.04% 
Russia 1 0.04% 
Spain 1 0.04% 
Paraguay 1 0.04% 
Czech Republic 1 0.04% 
Bulgaria 1 0.04% 
Laos 1 0.04% 
Poland 1 0.04% 
Barbados 1 0.04% 
Ethiopia 1 0.04% 
Cuba 1 0.04% 
St. Lucia 1 0.04% 
Romania 1 0.04% 
Malaysia 1 0.04% 
Jordan 1 0.04% 
Sudan 1 0.04% 
Yemen 1 0.04% 
Turkey 1 0.04% 
Saudi Arabia 1 0.04% 
Senegal 1 0.04% 
  
TOTAL 2321 100.00% 
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Sum m ary and Conclusions 
 
North Carolina’s population continues to grow.  Although the 
Hispanic population growth rate has slowed down, the 
increasing number of Hispanics residing in this state 
continues to change its demographic make up in a very visible 
way.  This is especially true in less populated counties that are 
experiencing slow or negative non-Hispanic population 
growth.   
 
All of the 287 (g) counties – Alamance, Cabarrus, Gaston, 
Mecklenburg, and Wake – experienced Hispanic population 
growth above the state mean of 158 percent  between the 
years of 1997 and 2006.  All but Cabarrus County experienced 
total population growth above the state mean of 19 percent, 
with Wake County growing at an exceptional rate of 42 
percent during those ten years (adding  234,732 people 
including   
41,745 Hispanics).  High population growth rates can put 
strains on public resources and dramatically change a 
community’s landscape.   
 
One factor often linked to increasing population growth is 
increasing crime rates.  But even as the state of North 
Carolina experienced high rates of (Hispanic and non-
Hispanic) population growth, crime index rates fell between 
1997 and 2006; fewer crimes per resident were committed. 
 
For the years between 1997 and 2006, all 287(g) counties had 
violent and property crime index means that were above the 
state mean except for Cabarrus County which had both 
violent and property crime index means below the state 
median.  Recall that Cabarrus County experienced total 
population growth rates below, but Hispanic population 
growth rates above the state mean.  This trend seems to hold 
true across the state when examining the scatter plots of 
Hispanic population growth rate vs. crime indices for each 
county.  Counties with higher Hispanic growth rates tend to 
have lower mean crime indices than those counties with 
lower Hispanic population growth rates.  The opposite holds 
true for total population growth. 
 
When I examined the mean crime indices for counties divided 
among three different rates of population growth, I found 
that counties experiencing the highest rates of non-Hispanic 
population change have higher property and violent crime 
rates than counties with lower non-Hispanic growth rates. 
This is contrasted with counties that are experiencing the 
highest rates of Hispanic growth that have lower property 
and violent crime rates than counties experiencing very low 
rates of Hispanic growth. 
 
The crime rates in the 287 (g) counties from 1997-2006 show  
that property crime rates in all counties decreased or held 
relatively steady from 1997 to 2006, with Alamance, and 
Cabarrus Counties experiencing upturns from 2004 to 2006.  
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Violent crime rates also decreased or held relatively steady 
during this time period, although a few counties,  Alamance, 
Cabarrus, and Wake did experience increases in violent crime 
between 2004 and 2006. The Alamance County Sheriff’s 
Office publicly attributed this increase in violent crime to 
Hispanic immigrants without providing any empirical 
evidence to support the claim.  All counties except Wake 
experienced an increase in motor vehicle theft.  All counties 
except Mecklenburg saw an increase in aggravated assaults 
between 2004 and 2006. 
 
As population increases in these five counties, it would be 
expected that the absolute number of crimes would also 
increase.  Between 1997 and 2006, the actual number (not 
standardized per 100,000 residents) of crimes decreased in 
Wake (even with 42 percent population growth); held steady 
in Gaston; increased in Alamance and Cabarrus counties; and 
increased dramatically in Mecklenburg County.   
 
Finally, when I examined the types of crimes that 
undocumented immigrants put into removal proceedings 
through 287 (g) are committing, I find that a large number of 
the charges (e.g. traffic violations) do not substantiate the 
claims that 287 (g) should be employed to remove criminal 
undocumented immigrants who commit violent crimes, 
human smuggling, gang/organized crime activity, sexual-
related offenses, narcotics smuggling and money laundering 
(Immigration and Customs Enforcement, 2007a). 
This is not to dismiss the fact that some of the inmates put 
into ICE custody due to 287 (g) have committed legitimate 
crimes that deserve punishment, but rather to question 
whether or not the implementation of 287 (g) and the 
removal of the arrestee are steps necessary to maintaining 
public safety.  Public safety is, supposedly, the underlying 
reason behind the 287 (g) program.  The program was not 
intended to be used as a backdoor way for local law 
enforcement to enforce general immigration laws. 
 
U.S. Senator Elizabeth Dole (R-NC), spearheaded an effort to 
provide an additional $75 million to the 287 (g) program.  
Dole said 
 
To address the problems presented by 
individuals who are not only here illegally but 
who have self-identified themselves because of 
criminal behavior - we must provide the 
funding for ICE to make the necessary 
resources available to our local law 
enforcement officers who are on the front 
lines  (“Dole Amendment Expands 287 (g) 
Program”, 2008). (Emphasis added) 
 
Does self-identification include being stopped at a roadblock 
or for a traffic violation because of racial profiling? 
 
Alamance County Sheriff Terry Johnson publicly heralded 287 
(g)’s success in an Alamance News article last year.  He said 
that the precipitous drop in violent crime, including 38 
percent fewer rapes and 29 percent fewer armed robberies 
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was shocking.  “It’s telling me that individuals who are 
breaking the law are leaving the county”  (Murawski, 2007).  
The Sheriff also acknowledged that break-ins had increased 
by 11 percent but attributed those crimes to the illegal drug 
trade rather than crimes being committed by illegal aliens.  
Again, the Sheriff’s Office provided no empirical evidence in 
the article to support that the decrease in particular crimes is 
due to the implementation of 287 (g).  Who was committing 
rapes and armed robberies before 287 (g)?  Who is 
committing them now?  The public is left with the overly 
simplistic and misleading equation: 287 (g) + fewer armed 
robberies = undocumented immigrants were committing 
armed robberies in Alamance County and now they are not.   
 
However, if you use the types of offenses that undocumented 
immigrants were charged with since 287 (g) as an indicator of 
what types of crimes undocumented immigrants were 
committing before 287 (g), it’s not such a simple equation.  In 
Alamance, of the 1227 total charges against 287 (g) inmates, 
only  two were for robbery.  Alamance County had 145 
robberies in 2006.  If undocumented immigrants were only 
charged with two robberies in eight months of 2007, how 
could they be responsible for a 29 percent drop in robberies 
compared to 2006?  What might be another way to interpret 
these statistics?  One possibility is that undocumented 
immigrants were not responsible for many robberies before 
287 (g), and the drop in robberies is attributable to some 
other factor.  Perhaps fewer robberies are being reported 
because undocumented immigrants are the victims and are 
afraid to come forward lest their status be investigated by the 
police.   
 
Much of the concern that immigrants adversely affect crime 
rates derives from the fact that certain immigrant groups 
tend to have characteristics in common with native-born 
populations that are disproportionately incarcerated  
(Butcher & Piehl, 2007).    However when we look for 
empirical evidence to support the claims that an influx of 
immigrants makes our communities less safe, the evidence is 
often absent or stems from studies that rely on questionable 
statistical analysis.  
 
There are a lot of factors that could determine crime rates – 
population density, the economy, crime prevention 
programs.  The data in this paper has shown that counties 
experiencing high rates of Hispanic population growth have 
lower mean violent and property crime rates.   This is a 
juxtaposition of two trends—correlation obviously does not 
equal causation. But it does demonstrate that the trends are 
opposite of what’s commonly assumed about the relationship 
between crime and immigrants and/or Hispanics, refuting the 
strongly causal claims that immigration increases crime. 
Descriptive facts are at the heart of sound social science, a 
first step in any causal inquiry (Sampson, 2008). 
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In the case of North Carolina, several counties have publicly 
blamed a host of social ills – increased public service demand, 
unemployment, and higher crime – on the growing number of 
undocumented immigrants moving into their jurisdictions.  
These types of growing pains can be caused by rapid 
population growth regardless of demographic makeup, and 
the claims that undocumented immigrants are responsible for 
a county’s perceived decline are presented without factual 
evidence to support them. 
 
It seems that Alamance, Cabarrus, Gaston, Mecklenburg, and 
Wake counties have based their decision to implement 287 
(g) not upon empirical evidence showing that crimes 
committed by undocumented immigrants are on the rise, nor 
evidence that shows that crimes committed by 
undocumented immigrants are even a significant part of the 
total crime committed in the county.  Instead, the decision to 
implement 287 (g) appears to have been made based upon a 
(mis)conceived correlation between immigration and criminal 
activity.  This hasty decision funnels resources away from 
other crime-fighting efforts and has dramatically changed the 
relationship between the police and Latino community.  
Additionally, since implementation, the program has been 
heralded as successful in all three counties – Alamance, 
Gaston, and Mecklenburg – without concretely defining what 
successful program implementation would look like, nor 
offering empirical evidence as to the relationship between 
changes in county crime rates and changes in the number of 
crimes committed by undocumented immigrants. 
 
It does not seem as if counties methodically tracked the crime 
rates of undocumented immigrants before 287 (g), therefore,  
it is impossible to claim the program’s success or failure.  
While the Sheriff’s Office could interpret declining crime rates 
to the successful implementation of 287 (g), a counter 
explanation could be underreporting of crime do to fear of 
investigation of legal status of the victim or witness by law 
enforcement.  This could be especially true for victims of 
domestic abuse who refrain from turning in a spouse or 
parent because doing so could lead to the economic and/or 
social destruction of the family.  An increase in county crime 
rates or in the arrest rate of undocumented immigrants could 
be used to justify the need for more manpower to enforce 
287 (g) (as is the case in Gaston County), whereas a 
counterargument could be that an increased number of 
arrests of undocumented immigrants for traffic offenses 
could indicate racial profiling by officers as well as skew the 
number and gravity of the offenses being committed by 
undocumented immigrants. 
 
The lack of empirical evidence guiding a decision as important 
as whether or not to implement 287 (g) reveals that the 
impacts of negative stereotypes in American society go far 
beyond trivial displays of prejudice; for Latinos (and other 
groups) stereotypes actually drive their distressing legal and 
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societal treatment (Adams, 2006).  The relationships among 
societal attitudes, mass media, and social institutions, 
including the legal system, are not easily untangled (Adams, 
2006).  Stereotypes have driven public policy and legal 
precedent in the past and continue to do so today.  It is not 
easy parceling out the origins of stereotypes and how media 
and policy decisions have influenced and been influenced by 
popular stereotypes - media influences attitudes; attitudes 
influence media content; attitudes help shape political, legal, 
and economic institutions and contribute to institutional 
inequities; and institutional inequities in turn influence 
individual and societal attitudes (Adams, 2006). 
 
If counties are truly interested in making their communities 
safer, a more efficient and effective alternative to jumping on 
the 287 (g) bandwagon would be to methodically: (a) identify 
target populations most at risk of involvement in serious and/
or violent criminal activity and (b) determine the most 
feasible and effective interventions for targeting these 
populations (Mears, 2001).  These steps do not seem to have 
been taken by the North Carolina counties that implemented 
287 (g).  Instead of empirical evidence specifying who was 
responsible for the county’s criminal activity, the decision to 
implement 287 (g) seems based upon misconceptions about 
the relationship between crime and immigrants and nativist 
propaganda that try to pin any number of social ills on 
undocumented immigration.   
 
No one is opposed to making their community safer, nor to 
the removal of a criminal element which poses a serious 
threat to the safety of its members.  The 287 (g) program has 
in fact led to the removal of some serious offenders, but at 
what cost to the community’s peace and safety?  If the actual 
threat posed to the community by undocumented immigrants 
was never evaluated, it would be impossible to ascertain if 
287 (g) was a wise allocation of resources. The potential 
abuse of the 287 (g) program by law enforcement to target 
people who pose no serious threat to the community’s well-
being could lead to diminished safety as undocumented 
immigrants are increasingly victimized by criminals and are 
forced further underground.  Programs that impact 
communities as strongly as 287 (g) should be based upon 
empirical data, not rhetoric. 
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Appendix   
Tab le B Dat a and  Sources 
 80 
 
Sources 
 
Adams, J. R. (2006). Greasers and Gringos: The Historical Roots of Anglo- 
Hispanic Prejudice. Jefferson, N.C.: McFarland & Co. 
 
American Bar Association.  2005.  Supreme Court Update: 2004-05 Term 
Features Equal Protection, Rights of Immigrants, Establishment Clause 
Cases.  Individual Rights and Responsibilities Report, Winter.  Accessed 
February 24, 2008 at: http://www.abanet.org/irr/newsreport/winter05/
scupdate.html 
 
Associated Press.  (2007, December 22)   Illegal Immigrants Packing Up 
and Leaving Arizona.  CNN.com.  Accessed March 30, 2008 at: http://
www.cnn.com/2007/US/12/22/immigrants.leave.ap/index.html 
 
Aleinikoff, Thomas Alexander, et al.  (2008)  Immigration and Citizenship: 
Process and Policy.  St. Paul, MN: West Publishing Co. 
 
Barrett, Michael.  (2008, March 28)  Gaston County Expanding its Illegal 
Immigration Program.  Gaston Gazette.  Accessed March 31, 2008 at: 
http://www.gastongazette.com/news/county_18741___article.html/
cloninger_program.html 
 
Belson, Ken, and Jill P. Capuzzo.  (2007, September 26)  Towns Rethink 
Laws Against Illegal Immigrants.  [Electronic version].  The New York 
Times. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/09/26/nyregion/26riverside.html?
_r=1&oref=login&pagewanted=print 
 
Butcher, Kristin F. and Anne M. Piehl.  (1998)  “Cross-City Evidence on the 
Relationship between Immigration and Crime.”  Journal of Policy Analysis 
and Management 17:457-93.   
 
Butcher, Kristin F., and Anne Morrison Piehl.  (2007)  Why are Immigrants' 
Incarceration Rates so Low? Evidence on Selective Immigration, 
Deterrence, and Deportation. Unpublished manuscript. 
 
Camarota, Steven A. and Nora McArdle. (2003)  Where Immigrants Live: 
An Examination of State Residency of the Foreign Born by Country of 
Origin in 1990 and 2000. Center for Immigration Studies.  Access October 
16, 2007 at: http://www.cis.org/articles/2003/back1203.html 
 
Chomsky, A. (2007). "They Take our Jobs!: And 20 Other Myths About 
Immigration. Boston, Mass.: Beacon Press. 
 
Culver, L. (2004). Adapting Police Services to New Immigration. New York: 
LFB Scholarly Pub. LLC. 
 
Dole Amendment Expands 287 (g) Program.  (2008, March 14)  The News 
& Observer.  Accessed April 4, 2008 at: http://
projects.newsobserver.com/tags/287_g 
 
El Pueblo, Inc. North Carolina’s Driver’s License Changes.  A Position 
Statement from El Pueblo, Inc.  Accessed February 24, 2008 at: http://
www.elpueblo.org/docs/DriversLicenses/NCDLCHANGE.pdf 
 
 
 81 
 
Farah, Joseph. (2006, November 28)  Invasion USA.  WorldNetDaily.com. 
Accessed March 30, 2008 at: http://www.wnd.com/news/article.asp?
ARTICLE_ID=52198 
 
Fimrite, Peter.  (2007, April 23)  Newsom Says S.F. Won't Help with Raids.  
San Francisco Chronicle.   
Accessed March 30, 2008 at: http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?
f=/c/a/2007/04/23/BAGOHPDLLT1.DTL 
 
Gabbidon, S. L., & Greene, H. T. (2005). Race and Crime. Thousand Oaks: 
Sage Publications. 
 
Hoefer, Michael, et al. (2007) Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant 
Population Residing in the United States: January 2006.  Office of 
Immigration Statistics.  Accessed October 16, 2007 at: http://
www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/publications/ill_pe_2006.pdf 
 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement.  (2006)  Section 287(g) 
Immigration and Nationality Act.  Frequently Asked Questions.  U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement.  Accessed February 29, 2008 at: 
http://www.ice.gov/partners/287g/Section287g_faq.htm 
 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement. (2007a)  Section 287(g), 
Immigration and Nationality Act; Delegation of Immigration Authority.  
The Department of Homeland Security.  Accessed October 16, 2007 at: 
http://www.ice.gov/pi/news/
factsheets/070622factsheet287gprogover.htm 
 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement.  (2007b)  Delegation of 
Immigration Authority Section 287(g) Immigration and Nationality Act.  
The Department of Homeland Security. Accessed February 29, 2008 at: 
http://www.ice.gov/pi/news/
factsheets/070906factsheet287gprogover.htm 
 
Kasarda, John, D. and James H. Johnson, Jr.  (2006)  The Economic Impact 
of the Hispanic Population on the State of North Carolina. Chapel Hill: 
Frank Hawkins Kenan Institute of Private Enterprise. 
 
Keen, J. (2006, June 20) Big Cities Balk Over Illegal Migrants; Enforcement 
is Federal Issue, Local Police Say. [Electronic version]. USA Today. 
 
Krikorian, Mark.  (2006)  Immigrant Employment Verification and Small 
Business.  The Center for Immigration Studies. Accessed February 27, 2008 
at: http://www.cis.org/articles/2006/msktestimony062706.html 
 
Lanier, Josh.  Wednesday, (2008, January 2)  Cabarrus County Sheriff 
Looks Forward to Safer 2008. Independent Tribune.  Accessed March 31, 
2008 at: http://www.independenttribune.com/servlet/Satellite?
pagename=CIT%2FMGArticle%
2FCIT_BasicArticle&c=MGArticle&cid=1173354051672&path=!news 
 
Lazarus, Emma.  (1883 )  The New Colossus.  Accessed on February 23, 
2008 at: http://www.libertystatepark.com/emma.htm 
 
 
 
 82 
 
Malcolm, Wade.  (2007, July 26)  Hazleton Illegal Immigration Ordinance 
Struck Down.  CitizensVoice.com Accessed March 30, 2008 at:  http://
www.citizensvoice.com/site/news.cfm?
newsid=18631508&BRD=2259&PAG=461&dept_id=455154&rfi=6 
 
Martinez, Jr., Ramiro, and Matthew T. Lee.  (2000) On Immigration and 
Crime from http://www.ncjrs.gov/criminal_justice2000/vol_1/02j.pdf 
 
Massey, Douglas S., et al.  2002.  Beyond Smoke and Mirrors: Mexican 
Immigration in an Era of Economic Integration.  New York: Russel Sage 
Foundation. 
 
Mears, Daniel P.  2001. The Immigration-Crime Nexus: Toward an Analytic 
Framework for Assessing and Guiding Theory, Research, and Policy.  
Sociological Perspectives, Volume 44, Number 1, Pages 1-19. 
 
Mecklenburg County Sheriff’s Office.  (2008)  Ice And Mecklenburg County 
Sheriff's Office Reach Milestone In Program To Deport Criminal Aliens.  
Accessed March 31, 2008 at: http://www.charmeck.org/Departments/
MCSO/News/News+Releases.htm 
 
Moscoso, Eunice. (2008, March 12)  Democrats, Republicans Push 
Immigration Enforcement Bills.  Cox News Service.  Accessed March 30, 
2008 at: http://www.reflector.com/news/content/shared/news/
immigration/IMMIG_ENFORCE07_COX.html 
 
 
Murawski, Tomas. (2007, December 6)  Sheriff Heralds 287(g) Program, 
Says Gang Activity Down.   Alamance News.  Accessed March 31, 2008 at: 
http://ncvoiceblog.wordpress.com/2007/12/11/sheriff-heralds-287g-
program-says-gang-activity-down/ 
 
Passel, Jeffrey S.  2005.  Estimates of the Size and Characteristics of the 
Undocumented Population.  Pew Hispanic Center.  Accessed October 16, 
2007 at: http://pewhispanic.org/files/reports/44.pdf 
 
Pew Hispanic Center.  (2006a)   A Statistical Portrait of Hispanics at Mid-
Decade.   Accessed October 16, 2007 at: http://pewhispanic.org/files/
other/middecade/Table-1.pdf 
 
Pew Hispanic Center.  (2006b)  The Size and Characteristics of the 
Unauthorized Migrant Population in the U.S.   Accessed October 16, 2007 
at: http://pewhispanic.org/files/execsum/61.pdf 
 
Robbins, Ted.  (2008)  The Man Behind Arizona's Toughest Immigrant 
Laws.  National Public Radio.  Accessed March 30, 2008 at: http://
www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=88125098 
 
Roche Jr., Walter F. (2007, August 6) Number of State-level Immigration 
Laws is Growing.  [Electronic version].  Los Angeles Times. 
 
Rumbaut, Rubén G. and Walter A. Ewing. (2007). The Myth of Immigrant 
Criminality and the Paradox of Assimilation: Incarceration Rates Among 
Native and Foreign-born Men.  American Immigration Law Foundation. 
From http://www.ailf.org/ipc/special_report/sr_022107.pdf 
 83 
 
Sampson, Robert J.  (2008)  Rethinking Crime and Immigration.  American 
Sociological Association. 
Contexts, Vol. 7, No. 1, pp. 28–33.   Accessed March 23, 2008 at: http://
contexts.org/articles/files/2008/01/contexts_winter08_sampson.pdf 
Singer, Audrey.  (2004).  The Rise of New Immigrant Gateways.  The 
Brookings Institute Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. 
 
Smith, Ken.  (2007, Oct. 17)  Wake County Sheriff to Crack Down on Illegal 
Immigration.  WRAL.com. Accessed March 31, 2008 at: http://
www.wral.com/news/local/story/1941399/ 
 
South Carolina General Assembly. (2008)  S. 856.  Accessed February 27, 
2008 at: http://www.scstatehouse.net/sess117_2007-2008/
prever/856_20080130.htm 
 
The New Media Alliance.  (2008)  About the Alliance. Accessed March 31, 
2008 at: http://www.thenma.org/ 
The United States of America, V. The State Of Illinois.  (2007)  Accessed 
March 30, 2008 at: http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/
US_v_Illinois_Complaint_092407_to_File.pdf 
 
Times-News.  (2007, November 27)  Illegal Immigrant Faces ID Theft 
Charge.  Burlington Times News.  Accessed March 31, 2008 at: http://
www.thetimesnews.com/news/brizuela_7949___article.html/
sosa_cruz.html 
 
Wake County Board of Commissioners.  (2007)  Partnership between US 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement Agency and the Wake County 
Sheriff's Office.  WakeGOV.com.  Accessed January 20, 2008 at: http://
www.wakegov.com/agendas/2007/november5/07/cover.htm 
 
Welsh, Karen.  (2006, July 27)  Illegal Immigrants Filling Jails: Sheriff's 
Department Officials Around State Predict Thing Will Worsen.  The 
Carolina Journal.  Accessed March 31, 2008 at: http://
www.carolinajournal.com/exclusives/display_exclusive.html?id=3465 
 
Michael A. Whren and James L. Brown V. United States.  (1996)  Supreme 
Court Collection.  Cornell University Law School.  Accessed February 24, 
2008 at: http://www.law.cornell.edu/supct/html/95-5841.ZO.html 
 
Winkler, Hannah.  (2007, June 22)  Violent crime up in Alamance County.  
Burlington Times News.  Accessed March 31, 2008 at: http://
www.thetimesnews.com/onset?id=3331&template=article.html 
 
Wolf, D. (1988). Undocumented Aliens and Crime: The case of San Diego 
County. San Diego: Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies, University of 
California, San Diego. 
 
